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Despite the importance of work environment support for training variables (training 
opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for training and opportunity to use 
training), there is limited understanding of how these variables influence employees' 
organizational commitment. This study aims to explore the relationship between work 
environment support for training and employees' organizational commitment in Pakistan’s 
banking sector. Social Exchange Theory (SET) was utilized as a framework where work 
environment support for training is considered as a favor from organization and organizational 
commitment was considered as a reciprocal attitude of employees. The study also explored 
whether training transfer mediates a relationship between work environment support for training 
and organizational commitment. Furthermore, the study explored whether the trainees’ 
characteristics such as trainig self-efficacy, training motivation, perceived utility of training, and 
training retention moderates the relationship between work environment support for training and 
organizational commitment. An online survey based on validated instruments used to collect data 
from the employees (n=334) working in one of the largest banks of Pakistan. Multiple regression 
analysis, among other statistical techniques, was used to test the hypotheses and determine 
significant relationships. The results showed that banking employees in Pakistan were not found 
to experience affective commitment; that is, no significant relationship was found between work 
environment support for training variables and affective commitment. Rather, the study found a 
positive relationship between (i) training opportunities and continuance commitment, (ii) 
opportunity to use training and continuance commitment, and (iii) supervisory support for 
training and normative commitment.  All four trainee characteristic—e.g., training self-efficacy, 
training motivation, perceived utility of training and training retention—were found to moderate 
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the relationship between training opportunities and continuance commitment. Training 
motivation also moderated the relationship between peer support for training and normative 
commitment. Several implications of these findings, limitations, and future research suggestions 
are discussed. 
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The banking sector in Pakistan is a major player in fueling Pakistan’s economy. The 
change in regulatory laws attracted many local and foreign players to the banking sector, thereby 
increasing competition. The changes in the banking industry pose a challenge for employees to 
increase their customer base while maintaining customers’ loyalty. Past studies have shown that 
due to fierce competition in Pakistan’s banking sector, employees are facing numerous problems 
such as stress, strain, and anxiety (Rahim, 2010). Moreover, the close supervision, the extreme 
burden of work, long hours, overloading, and a constant fear of contract termination add to this 
psychological problem. Job burnout often leads to inadequate job performance, job 
dissatisfaction, and absenteeism (Babakus, Yavas, & Ashill, 2009). Similarly, other studies 
reported that employees in these conditions lose their sense of job identification, exhibiting lower 
levels of organizational commitment and higher levels of turnover intention (Das, 2012; Deery, 
Iverson, & Walsh, 2010). 
Accordingly, the literature claimed that employees’ customer orientation is an important 
characteristic and impacts customer loyalty (Zameer, Tara, Kausar, & Mohsin, 2015). The 
employees who develop customer orientation skills are able to better serve the customer and 
remain satisfied with their job. The empirical findings showed that employees’ customer 
orientation influences service quality and customer satisfaction (Babakus et al., 2009). In 
Pakistan, the banking sector initiated several training programs that focused on developing 
employees’ customer orientation skills. The human resource development (HRD) literature 
revealed that training-related activities could help in reducing voluntary turnover by developing 
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higher levels of organizational commitment (Lee & Bruvold, 2003; Shuck, Twyford, Reio, & 
Shuck, 2014; Shuck & Wollard, 2010). It was cited that training will deliver a powerful message 
to employees that they are valued, which employees reciprocate by exhibiting favorable attitudes 
and behavior such as organizational commitment (Bartlett, 2001; Ehrhardt, Miller, Freeman, & 
Hom, 2011; Ismail, 2016). However, there is less discussion about how training-related work 
environment support impacts organizational commitment (Ma & Chang, 2013). Past studies 
generally conceptualized the work environment support in three categories: (a) factors generally 
related to training; (b) factors specifically related to training; and (c) supervisory support for 
training. Nijman et al. (2006) stated that supervisory support for training can be categorized 
separately. The general category contains factors such as job autonomy, level of freedom, and 
independence and discretion to employees in planning (Pham, Segers, & Gijselaers, 2012). The 
specific work environment category, often regarded as transfer climate in the literature, consists of 
factors such as opportunities to use training content, peer and supervisor support, supervisor 
sanctions, etc. (Nijman et al. 2006; Pham et al., 2012). Pham et al. (2012) used the same 
conceptualization (as described above) to explore the relationship between work environment 
support and training transfer. By following the same conceptualization, training opportunities, 
supervisory support for training, peer support for training, and opportunity to use training were 
utilized as work environment support (WES) in this study. These are the factors that are 
considered to inhibit, reduce, or promote training transfer (Lim & Morris, 2006).  
In addition, it is evident from the training transfer literature that only 40% of the learned 
content has been applied to the work, while the remainder is wasted (Hutchins, 2009). This 
wasted training raises concerns regarding the justification of training investment. In the absence 
of training transfer, the employees often fail to improve their underlying performance, which 
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leads to job dissatisfaction and turnover intention (Hutchins, 2009). However, despite the 
importance of work environment support in training transfer, little is known about whether work 
environment support for training impacts organizational commitment via training transfer (Ma & 
Chang, 2013). Finally, trainees’ characteristics are found to impact training transfer. Studies in the 
past have shown that trainees’ characteristics have moderating effects on training transfer 
(Chiaburu & Tekleab, 2005). However, the moderating role of trainees’ characteristics has not 
been fully explored (Newman, Thanacoody, & Hui, 2011).  
This present study proposes that training support provided by the organization will be 
taken as a gesture of care, and employees will reciprocate this favor by exhibiting organizational 
commitment. This view is consistent with social exchange theory (SET), which in contrast to 
economic exchange relies on voluntary (psychological) contracts rather than formal contracts 
(Blau, 1964; Tsui et al., 1997; Aryee et al., 2002). When viewed as an exchange, SET maintains 
that when one party (employer) provides benefits (e.g. pay and wages, training) to another party 
(employees), the other party feels obligated to reciprocate this favor (Song, Tsui, & Law, 2009). 
Past studies have utilized SET as a theoretical basis to explore the relationship between human 
resource (HR) practices and employees’ attitudes (Ehrhardt et al., 2011; Shuck, et al., 2014). In a 
study grounded in SET, Shuck et al. (2014) found that when employees participate in HRD 
practices, they report higher levels of employee engagement and lower turnover intention. In a 
similar vein, this study utilizes SET to explore how work environment support influences 
employees’ organizational commitment in Pakistan's banking sector. Further, this study explores 
the mediating effect of training transfer on the relationship between work environment support 
(WES) variables and employees’ organizational commitment. Finally, this study explores the 
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moderating effect of trainees’ characteristics on the relationship between work environment 
support variables for training and employees’ organizational commitment.  
Background 
The banking sector in Pakistan is considered to have the largest share in the service sector 
and is a major player in fueling Pakistan’s economy. It is argued that Pakistan’s banking sector is 
growing at a rate of 23% annually (State Bank of Pakistan, 2015). However, this was not always 
the case. The nationalization of Pakistan’s banking sector in the 1970s left it at the mercy of 
bureaucratic leadership. Due to this, political forces had an excessive influence in the day-to-day 
operations of the banks. When the first wave of privatization started in the 1990s, the public 
sector banks were dominating the market by 92.2%. Earlier studies reported that customers 
encountered poor service and the banks were overstaffed and unprofitable (Qayyum, 2007). With 
the next wave of privatization in 1998, the State Bank of Pakistan (SBP) issued licenses to private 
banks, which increased their market share (Burki & Ahmad, 2007).  
In 2002, the final wave of reforms further changed the landscape of Pakistan's banking 
sector. These reforms were important for several reasons. First, the market share of publicly 
owned banks was on the decline, reaching 41% by the end of 2002. Second, the share of private 
banks increased, reaching 45% (Raza, Farhan, & Akram, 2011). Third, due to globalization and 
intergovernmental organizations such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), the landscape of 
international trade was changing. The new agreements demanded restructuring the way the banks 
were operating in Pakistan (Khilji & Wang, 2007). Moreover, there was a stress on transparency 
to improve corporate governance. Finally, there was a significant shift in the day-to-day business 
operation of the banking sector (Burki & Ahmad, 2007). The banks were mandated to join the 
automated teller machine (ATM) networks. There were several banks that began using phone 
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banking and online banking. The banking sector was introducing new banking products including 
loans, mortgages, cashless banking, credit and debit cards, etc. With the whole range of banking 
products, the customers now have higher levels of service demand. The employees are supposed 
to increase the customer base along with maintaining customer loyalty. Having recognized the 
need for greater customer orientation, the banking sector developed a wide range of training 
programs in the areas of domestic banking operations, credit & finance, international trade, risk 
management, service & attitude, and management & communication to cater to employees' 
customer orientation (Chaudhary, 2013; Zakaria, 2013).   
However, it is still unknown how these training practices are influencing employees’ 
decision to remain with their organization. The scholars highlighted that despite the importance of 
work environment support in training transfer, it did not receive similar attention in the literature 
(Alvarez, Salas, & Garofano, 2004; Alvelos, Ferreira, & Bates, 2015; Holton, Bates, Seyler, & 
Carvalho, 1997). Alvelos et al. (2015) maintained that supervisory and peer support for training 
and employees’ organizational commitment has been found to influence training transfer in 
different instances; however, further exploration of these constructs generates new knowledge.  
Subsequently, the mediating role of training transfer in the relationship between work 
environment support and organizational commitment is unexplored. Past studies found some 
support that training-related variables are important for training transfer. For example, the review 
of literature showed that supervisory support and peers’ support for training (Massenberg, Spurk, 
& Kauffeld, 2015; Chauhan et al., 2015) and opportunity to use training were related to training 
transfer (Lim & Johnson, 2003). The other set of studies found a positive relationship between 
training and organizational commitment (Ehrhardt et al., 2011; Newman, 2011). However, the 
mediating role of training transfer was unexplored in these sets of studies. Training is considered 
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important as it helps the organization to maintain its competitive advantage, but employees will 
feel confident when the training will transfer to the workplace. The transfer of training has been 
found to influence both productivity and organizational commitment (Ma & Chang, 2013). Ma 
and Chang (2013) found that training transfer mediated the relationship between training 
motivation and organizational commitment and between training motivation and job performance. 
It was further detailed that application of knowledge and skills can increase productivity and 
reduce turnover intention (Ma & Chang, 2013). The study showed that the exploration of training 
transfer as a mediating variable is still in a nascent stage and there is still a gap in the training 
literature regarding the mediating effect of training transfer on the relationship between work 
environment support and organizational commitment.   
Finally, the moderating role of trainees' characteristics on the relationship between 
training and organizational commitment is not well researched (Ehrhardt et al., 2011; Zumrah & 
Boyle, 2015). Past studies have found the trainees’ characteristics influence training transfer. For 
example, trainees’ learning goal orientation has been found to moderate the relationship between 
trainer directives and training transfer (Harris, Chung, Hutchins, & Chiaburu, 2014). 
Nevertheless, it has been argued that the relationship between training and commitment should 
not be considered a direct one; rather, several confounding variables may influence this 
relationship (Bartlett, 2001). Recently, the moderating role of employees’ goal orientation 
(trainees’ characteristic) on the relationship between training and organizational commitment has 
been explored (Ismail, 2016). The study found that trainees’ learning goal orientation moderates 
the relationship between training and organizational commitment. The study concluded that the 
higher the learning goal orientation, the stronger the relationship between training and 
organizational commitment. The review of literature showed that several important trainee 
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characteristics influence training transfer. For example, it was found that trainee abilities such as 
knowledge and skills lead to maximum transfer. Similarly, training motivation and self-efficacy 
are important for typical transfer (Harris et al., 2014). Bhatti et al. (2013) found that training 
retention is positively related to training transfer. However, less is known about the moderating 
effect of training retention, training motivation, training self-efficacy, and perceived utility of 
training on the relationship between work environment support and organizational commitment. 
In light of these suggestions, this study aims to explore the relationship between work 
environment support for training and employees' organizational commitment in Pakistan’s 
banking sector. SET will be utilized as a framework where work environment support for training 
such as training opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for training, and 
opportunity to use training will be considered a favor from the organization and organizational 
commitment will be considered a reciprocal attitude of employees (See figure 1). This study will 
also explore whether training transfer mediates a relationship between work environment support 
for training and training transfer. Furthermore, the study will also explore whether the trainees’ 
characteristics such as training self-efficacy, training motivation, perceived utility of training, and 
training retention moderates the relationship between work environment support for training and 
employees’ organizational commitment. 
Conceptual Framework of the Study 
Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework that guides this study. As can be seen, the study 
attempts to investigate the relationship between work environment variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment (Figure 1A). The study further investigates whether training transfer 
mediates the relationship between work environment variables and employees’ organizational 
commitment (Figure 1A). Finally the study explores whether the trainees’ characteristics 
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moderate the relationship between work environment support for training and employees’ 
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Statement of the Problem  
The review of literature identified the following gaps. First, there is inconsistency in how 
organizational training has been conceptualized in training and organizational commitment 
literature. Past studies used perceived benefits of training (career-related, personal, and job-
related) (Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & Kang, 2004; Newman et al., 2011) and training 
comprehensiveness (Ehrhardt et al., 2011) as training variables to explore the relationship 
between training and organizational commitment. However, despite the importance of work 
environment variables such as training opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer 
support for training and opportunity to use training, there is limited understanding of how these 
variables influence employees' organizational commitment (Alvelos et al., 2015).  
Second, despite the importance of supervisory support and peer support in relation to 
training transfer, there was a repeated call for further exploration of the role of supervisor and 
peer support. For example, it was stated that the existing research on the influence of supervisor 
support is inconsistent, leaving many questions unanswered (Schindler & Burkholder, 2014). It is 
also stated that training support should be explored beyond knowledge and skill acquisition, as it 
can impact turnover intention (Tian, Cordery, & Gamble, 2016). This study will provide insight 
into the multiple roles that supervisors and peers play in an organization. It will also add to the 
knowledge about the role of supervisory support for training and peer support for training in 
helping employees to improve job performance (by transfer of training) and lessening their 
turnover intention (by influencing organizational commitment).    
Third, previous studies that utilized SET to explore the relationship between training and 
organizational commitment did not explore the mediating role of training transfer. These studies 
argued that the presence of one is essential for the other. For example, the traditional training 
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literature considered organizational commitment an important factor in attending the training. In 
the same vein, the studies suggested that training transfer impacts employees' organizational 
commitment. However, less is known about how training transfer mediates the relationship 
between work environment support for training and organizational commitment (Ma & Chang, 
2013).  
Finally, the relationship between training-related factors and work-related attitudes such as 
organizational commitment is not as simple as previous studies have suggested. The trainees' 
characteristics have been found to moderate the relationship between training- and work-related 
attitudes in numerous studies. For example, a recent study supports the moderating effect of 
training participation (voluntary or mandatory) on the relationship between goal orientation and 
training transfer (Gegenfurtner, Könings, Kosmajac, & Gebhardt, 2016). However, the 
moderating role of trainees’ training self-efficacy, training motivation, perceived utility of 
training, and training retention on the relationship between work environment support and 
organizational commitment is still unknown.  
Purpose of the Study 
The overarching question that this study will answer is “To what extent does training 
influence employees’ organizational commitment in Pakistan’s banking sector?” For this purpose 
this study draws on SET to explore the relationship between work environment support for 
training and employees’ organizational commitment. Further, this study will explore the 
mediating role of training transfer and the moderating role of trainees’ characteristics on the 
relationship between work environment support for training and employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
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Research Questions 
The following research questions are addressed.   
1. What is the relationship between work environment support for training and employees’ 
organizational commitment?  
2. What is the mediating effect of training transfer on the relationship between work 
environment support for training and employees’ organizational commitment? 
3. What are the moderating effects of trainees’ characteristics on the relationship between 
work environment support for training and employees’ organizational commitment?   
Significance of the Study 
The results of this study will contribute to the field of Human Resource Development 
(HRD) in several significant ways. First, this study will build the extant literature on the 
relationship between training and organizational commitment. Second, as a large number of 
training-related activities went unnoticed in the banking sector in Pakistan, the findings of this 
study will help banking administrators in making data-informed decisions regarding their 
development activities. Third, because the social support for training is considered important in 
the training literature, the results of this study will add new knowledge about how social support 
for training impacts employees’ organizational commitment. Fourth, training transfer has been 
related to employees’ performance; the findings of this study will help in understanding the 
mediating role of training transfer. Lastly, as trainees’ characteristics have been considered 
important for training, this study’s exploration of the moderating effect of trainees’ characteristics 
will add new knowledge to the training literature.  
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Definition of Terms 
Training. Training is defined as “a systematic approach to learning and development to 
improve individual, team, and organizational effectiveness” (Goldstein & Ford, 2002).  
Training transfer. Training transfer is the “extent to which knowledge and skills acquired 
during training are applied to the job” (Grossman & Salas, 2011). 
Organizational commitment. Defined as a “psychological state that characterizes the 
employee’s relationship with the organization, and its implications for the decision to continue 
membership with the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1991). 
Training self-efficacy. Training self-efficacy refers to “an individual’s belief 
in his or her ability to learn and succeed in training” (Schwoerer, May, Hollensbe, & Mencl, 
2005).  
Training motivation. Defined “as a specific desire on the part of the trainee to learn the 
content of a training program” (Noe & Schmitt, 1986). 
Perceived utility for training. Defined as “an individual’s attitudes towards the 
usefulness of training programs” (von Treuer, McHardy, & Earl, 2013). 
Training retention. Defined as “the degree to which the trainee retains the content after 
training is completed” (Velada, Caetano, Michel, Lyons, & Kavanagh, 2007). 
Supervisory support for training. Defined as the “extent to which supervisors support 
and reinforce the use of training on the job” (Holton, Chen, & Naquin, 2003). 
Peer support for training. Defined as the “extent to which peers reinforce and my 
colleagues encourage me to support use of learning on the job” (Holton et al., 2003). 
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Opportunity to use training. Defined as “the extent to which a trainee is provided with 
or actively obtains work experiences relevant to the tasks for which he or she was trained” (Ford, 
Quiñones, Sego, & Sorra, 1992). 
Summary 
This chapter has articulated the rationale and the need for this study by reviewing 
previous research on training and organizational commitment. The review of literature identifies 
gaps in current literature. Based on these limitations, this chapter developed the problem 
statement and the major questions that this study will explore. Finally, this chapter discussed the 
significance of the study. The following chapter will present the literature review and research 
hypotheses.  




This chapter covers the related literature on training, training transfer, and organizational 
commitment. The chapter is divided into four major sections. The first section reviews and 
discusses the concept of organizational commitment, consequences of organizational 
commitment, and antecedents of organizational commitment. The second section discusses 
literature pertinent to training and development, training outcomes, training evaluation, training 
transfer, and finally the variables that influence training transfer. The third section discusses how 
this study will utilize social exchange theory (SET) as a theoretical framework to explain the 
relationship between work environment support for training and employees’ organizational 
commitment. The final section synthesizes the relevant literature and formulates the conceptual 
framework of the proposed study. 
Organizational Commitment 
Commitment is a construct that is defined in various ways in the management-related 
literature (Ehrhardt et al., 2011; Morrow, 2011). Morrow (1983) identified twenty-five (25) forms 
of commitment used in the past literature and mentioned it as the most popular concept that 
gained scholars’ interest. Morrow (1983) argued that due to the many forms of commitment the 
definition of the construct does not correspond to the measures of the construct, which ultimately 
leads it to the threats of construct validity. The author categorized the different forms of 
commitment into four major categories; i.e., Protestant work ethic, career commitment, job 
involvement, and organizational commitment. It is further asserted that the major focus of 
Protestant work ethic, career commitment, and job involvement is around work, while 
organizational commitment is geared towards the attachment of organization (Morrow, 1983).   
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Organizational commitment is one of the most widely studied phenomena in the 
management-related literature (Copper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005; Maertz et al., 2007). The 
past studies clearly demonstrate that organizational commitment helps employees to minimize 
their emotional exhaustion (Idris & Dollard, 2014). The other studies found organizational 
commitment to be related to reduced absenteeism (Brewer, Kovner, Greene, Tukov‐Shuser, & 
Djukic, 2012), turnover intention (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000) and actual turnover 
(Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006; Newman et al., 2011). Nonetheless, the lack of consensus in 
the conceptualization and measurement made it difficult to interpret the results (Copper-Hakim & 
Viswesvaran, 2005; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001).  
Organizational commitment has been conceptualized and measured in various ways dating 
back to the 1960s. One of the views of commitment that has been advanced by a number of 
scholars is based on Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory. Becker (1960) proposed that “commitments 
come into being when a person, by making a side bet, links extraneous interests with a consistent 
line of activity” (p. 32). When used to explain organizational commitment, the consistent line of 
activity refers to maintaining membership in the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1984). The term 
side-bet has been loosely used in commitment literature. Generally, side-bets refer to anything 
that has some value that an individual has invested in. For example, education, salary, tenure, 
length of service, organization-specific training, and profit sharing plans are some of the variables 
that are considered as side-bets. It is believed that employees are bound to the organization due to 
extraneous factors, such as income and hierarchical position, and intraneous factors, such as 
"knowing the ropes" and interpersonal relationships (Cohen & Gattiker, 1992). The employees’ 
commitment will increase with the growth of the side-bets.  
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The side-bet theory has been tested numerous times in the past, and generates mixed 
results (Cohen & Lowenberg, 1990; Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; Meyer & Allen, 1984; Powell & 
Meyer, 2004; Ritzer & Trice, 1969). Ritzer and Traice (1969) were the first to test this theory. 
They concluded “….the side-bet theory of commitment should be rejected” (p. 477). The scholars 
further maintained that psychological and situational variables can better explain the process of 
commitment. Similarly, Cohen and Lowenberg (1990) found no meaningful relationships 
between side-bet variables and organizational commitment and draw the same conclusion. 
Furthermore, scholars do not find any support that age and tenure are the best indicators of side-
bets.  
Meyer and Allen (1984) claimed that past studies were not utilizing the correct 
instruments to measure the commitment that Becker conceptualized in his side-bet theory. They 
maintained that past studies were using scales that are strongly correlated to the measures of 
affective commitment, whereas Becker’s (1960) side-bet theory addresses employees’ calculative 
or continuance commitment. They concluded that the future studies should use measures that will 
assess employees’ perceptions of side-bets that they have made. Powell and Meyer (2004) also 
tested the side-bet theory. The results of their study strongly support side-bet theory. The study 
reported a strong relationship between side-bets and high-sacrifice and continuance commitment. 
The scholars further explore the mediating effects of organizational commitment on the 
relationship between side-bets and turnover intention. The study found that side-bets do not 
contribute to turnover intention. The relationship was significant via organizational commitment, 
resulting in full mediation of organizational commitment.  
Another popular conceptualization of organizational commitment is that it is an affective 
attachment to an organization. Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) defined organizational 
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commitment as “the strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in a particular 
organization” (p. 226). It is further asserted that organizational commitment has three underlying 
dimensions: (a) identification—where employees believe in and have accepted organizations’ 
goals and values; (b) involvement—where there is absorption in work’s role and also willingness 
to apply effort; and the last dimension of (c) loyalty—a feeling of affection for and attachment to 
the organization. This conceptualization of organizational commitment is popular among scholars 
(Buchanan, 1974; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974; Steers, 1977). Meyer and Allen 
(1984) refer to this as “the emotional attachment” to the organization. They further maintained 
that affective committed employees attached with their organization for its “own sake” (p. 373). 
The study clearly differentiated between affective commitment and continuance commitment, 
where the latter is believed to develop on the basis of “economic loss” (p. 373) and affective 
commitment.  
Wiener and Gechman (1977) presented a rather different view of organizational 
commitment. They maintained that commitment is best described when viewed in terms of 
behaviors rather than attitude. The authors defined “commitment behaviors [as] socially accepted 
behaviors that exceed formal and/or normative expectations relevant to the object of 
commitment” (Wiener & Gechman, 1977). The authors further asserted that exceeding formal 
behavior refers to devoting personal time to work assignments, including staying late (e.g., 
voluntarily postponing or giving up a vacation to complete a manuscript for a journal). 
Meyer and Allen’s three-component model of commitment. Meyer and Allen (1991) 
developed a three-component model to integrate all the unidimensional conceptualization of 
organizational commitment. They defined organizational commitment as a three-dimensional 
construct and noted that organizational commitment is not limited to value and goal congruence, 
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but is also a psychological state due to the desire, need, and obligation to belong to the 
organization. Accordingly, they defined organizational commitment as a “psychological state that 
characterizes the employee’s relationship with the organization, and its implications for the 
decision to continue membership with the organization” (p. 226). They further maintained that in 
spite of the many definitions of organizational commitment, three themes emerged in the past 
literature; i.e., affective, continuance, and normative commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991). It 
should be noted that these dimensions of organizational commitment are independent. That is, the 
extent to which employees have affective commitment towards their organization does not impact 
their continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991).   
  Affective commitment. Affective commitment refers to the “employee’s emotional 
attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1997). It 
is believed that the employees maintain membership within the organization because they “want 
to” remain with the organization. As discussed earlier, this viewpoint regarding organizational 
commitment is very popular and has been supported by a number of scholars in the past (Kanter, 
1968; Buchanan, 1974; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). For Kanter (1968), this phenomenon is 
“cohesion commitment”. It is defined as “the attachment of an individual’s funds of affectivity 
and emotion to the group” (p. 507). Buchanan (1974) acknowledged commitment as “a partisan, 
affective attachment to the goals and values of an organization, to one's role in relation to goals 
and values, and to the organization for its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental worth” (p. 
533). Finally, Mowday et al. (1979) defined commitment as “the relative strength of an 
individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization” (p. 226). It was 
maintained that affective commitment is found to be strongly related with desirable outcomes 
(Joo & Park, 2009). The scholars cited that affective commitment has demonstrated the strongest 
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relationship with in-role and discretionary performance (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & 
Topolnytsky, 2002; Meyer, Stanley, & Parfyonova, 2011). The other studies supported that the 
employees with dominant affective commitment profiles are strongly negatively related to 
turnover intention (Stanley, Vandenberghe, Vandenberg, & Bentein, 2013; Somer, 2009). It is 
further maintained that employees with dominant affective commitment profiles are intrinsically 
motivated to remain with their organization (Stanley et al., 2013). 
Continuance commitment. Continuance commitment refers to “an awareness of the costs 
associated with leaving the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1997). It is mentioned that continuance 
commitment depends on two factors. First, there is the dimension of perceived sacrifice. The 
employee exhibits continuance commitment if that magnitude of investment (side-bets) is high in 
leaving the organization. As described earlier, this view of commitment is based on Becker’s 
(1960) side-bet theory. Becker (1960) maintained that the tendency to “engage in consistent lines 
of activity” is due to the side-bets involved or the recognition of the cost attached to it. This view 
garnered support from number of scholars. Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972) supported this view by 
claiming that commitment is a structural phenomenon where there exists an exchange relationship 
based on benefits and rewards. The greater the employees’ perception of reward (side-bet), the 
more he/she will be committed to their organization. In the literature, the length of service, profit-
sharing plans, organizational career, friendships, benefits, and rewards over time can be 
recognized as side-bets that hold employees to be committed to their organization (Becker, 1960). 
However, Kanter (1968) viewed it as “cognitive-continuance”, the orientation where employees 
take the cognitive decision to remain with an organization without the influence of loyalty and 
moral evaluation. Second, there is the dimension of few alternatives. The prior research confirms 
that employees are also committed to their organization due to a lack of alternatives (Meyer et al., 
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2011). It is further explained that lack of alternatives increased the perceived cost of leaving the 
organization, forcing employees to remain in the organization. However, past studies documented 
that the perceived sacrifice dimension in continuance commitment is negatively related to 
turnover intention, whereas there are mixed findings regarding lack of alternatives (Stanley et al., 
2013).  
Normative commitment. Meyer and Allen (1997) indicated that “normative commitment 
reflects a feeling of obligation to continue employment” (p. 25). It is suggested that  individuals’ 
normative commitment can be influenced by the beliefs and norms that employees hold even 
before joining the organization (Newman et al., 2011). Previous studies refer to commitment as 
the totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a way that meets organizational interests 
(Meyer & Allen, 1991; Wiener & Gechman, 1977; Wiener, 1982). It is maintained that employees 
exhibiting normative commitment believe that they are morally correct and they ought to remain 
with the organization (Meyer et al., 2011; Meyer & Allen, 1991). It is stated that the determinants 
of one’s attitude are the results of the beliefs and subjective norms that are shaped by one’s social 
environment (Stanley et al., 2013). These beliefs are strengthened through observation and 
experiences, while subjective norms are a function of a person’s belief that guides how one’s 
referent group thinks one should act. Recently, a set of studies has emerged that discusses the 
combined influence of the three dimensions of commitment. Studies found that employees with a 
combined AC-NC dominant profile have the strongest intention to remain with their organization 
(Somers, 2009; Stanley et al., 2013). Along similar lines, few studies found that employees with a 
dominant AC-NC profile are more than likely to engage in discretionary behavior such as 
organization citizen behavior, a behavior considered beneficial for the organization (Meyer, 
Stanley, & Parfyonova, 2012; Stanley et al., 2013).   
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Antecedents of organizational commitment. To date, a number of antecedents of 
organizational commitment have been reported in the literature. In the past scholars grouped them 
in categories (Meyer et al., 2002; Kooij, Jansen, Dikkers, & Lange; 2010; Rabla & Trianab, 
2015). This study also grouped the various antecedent of organization commitment into the 
following categories: demographic variables, personal characteristics, work experiences, and 
organizational characteristics. 
Meyer et al. (2002) in their meta-analysis showed that age is weakly related with all three 
components of organizational commitment. The study further contrasted the results of North 
American samples with those that are outside North America. It was found that age is strongly 
correlated with continuance commitment in the studies that were conducted outside North 
America (ρ’s = .20 vs .12). However, age is found to be less strongly correlated with normative 
commitment in the studies that were conducted inside North America (ρ’s = .070 vs .15). The ρ 
values denote the true correlation, which is computed by computing the average of the corrected 
correlations, weighting each correlation by sample size and degree of artifact correction (Hunter 
& Schmidt, 1990).  Some scholars observed that employees’ organizational commitment is often 
moderated by age (Joolideh & Yeshodhara, 2009; Kooij et al., 2010; Rabla & Trianab, 2015). 
Kooij et al. (2010) conducted a meta-analytic study to explore the moderating effect of age on the 
relationship between high-commitment HR practices and employees’ affective organizational 
commitment. The results of the study revealed that the relationship between HR practices and 
affective organizational commitment weakens in older employees. It is further maintained that 
older employees mostly adopt a short-term perspective compared the younger employees as they 
are closer to retirement, hence their affective commitment weakens with age. Rabla and Trianab 
(2015) in their study found that employees perceived age discrimination is negatively related to 
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employees’ affective commitment. The study further maintained that this relationship is 
moderated by age, so much so that the relationship between perceived age discrimination and 
affective organizational commitment was stronger for older employees (β = - .45, t = -10.39, p < 
.01) than for younger employees (β = - 0.25, t = -4.68, p <.01).  
Meyer et al. (2002) in their meta-analysis found that organizational tenure is weakly 
related with all the three components of organizational commitment. Comparing the North 
American sample with the studies conducted outside North America, organizational tenure was 
found to be less strongly correlated with normative commitment in studies outside North America 
(ρ’s = .08 vs .24). Rabla and Trianab (2015) found a significant and positive relationship between 
organizational tenure and affective organizational commitment. The study concluded that the 
longer the employees work in their organization, the more they are committed to their 
organization.  
In terms of education, the studies found that employees' level of education is negatively 
correlated to organizational commitment (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer at al., 2002). Meyer et 
al. (2002) in their meta-analysis found that education and transferability of skills is negatively 
correlated with employees’ continuance commitment. Comparing the North American sample 
with the studies conducted outside North America, education was found to be strongly correlated 
with continuance commitment in studies within the samples of North America (ρ’s= −.31 and 
−.22). It can be interpreted that when employees believe that their skills and education are not 
transferrable to other organizations, they exhibit more continuance commitment. This explanation 
is rooted in side-bet theory (Becker, 1960). However, it is also believed that level of education 
may negatively relate to employees’ organizational commitment. For example, it is maintained 
that most of the educated people have higher expectations in terms of their career growth that the 
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current organization may not be able to meet (Ehrhardt et al., 2011). Finally, the studies reported 
mixed findings in the relationship between gender and organizational commitment (Mathieu & 
Zajac, 1990; Messner, 2013). The earlier studies noted that females are more committed 
compared to their male counterparts (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer et al., 2002).  
The work-related variables are also considered very important in the literature because of 
their impact on organizational commitment (Meyer et al., 2002). A large number of studies 
reported a negative relationship between role stressors and organizational commitment (Eatough, 
Chang, Miloslavic, & Johnson, 2011; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Örtqvist & 
Wincent, 2006). Örtqvist and Wincent (2006) conducted a meta-analysis of the most prominent 
consequences of role stress. The study cited that all three facets (role ambiguity, role conflict, role 
overload) are negatively related to organizational commitment. The findings of the study revealed 
that role ambiguity (r = - .48) possesses the strongest negative relationship with organizational 
commitment. The other two facets, role conflict (r = - .36) and role over load (r = - .12), possess 
medium and small effect size in relation to organizational commitment, respectively. There are 
other studies with similar findings. Addae and Parboteeah (2008) in their study of public sector 
employees found that both role conflict (β = - .20, p < .01) and role ambiguity (β = - .14, p < .05) 
are negatively related to affective commitment. In terms of normative commitment, it was found 
that both role conflict (β = - .12, p < .05) and role ambiguity (β = - .14, p < .05) possess negative 
relationships with normative commitment. In another study, Ackfeldt and Malhotra (2013) found 
that both role ambiguity (β = - . 28, t = -3.87) and role conflict (β = - .16, t = - 2.24) are negatively 
related to affective commitment. Most of these studies found a negative relationship between role 
stressors and employees’ affective and normative commitment. However, it should be noted that 
these role stressors are positively related to continuance commitment. It was stated that 
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employees are not emotionally attached with their organization due to the role stressors, but 
because of a lack of alternatives, the employees will just stay in their organization and satisfy 
minimum job requirements. Ackfeldt and Malhotra (2013) found that role conflict (β = 0.16, t =  
2.36) is positively related to employees’ continuance commitment.  
Accordingly, perceived organizational support (POS) is found to influence employees’ 
organizational commitment (Gupta, Vohra, & Bhatnagar, 2010; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 
POS is defined as the overall employees’ belief that organizations value their contribution and 
take care of their well-being (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986). The studies 
cited that job conditions (Eisenberger, Rhoades, & Cameron, 1999), supervisory support (Settoon, 
Bennett & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997), and human resource (HR) practices are 
perceived as organizational support. Meyer et al. (2002) found that POS is positively related to 
normative commitment. Comparing the North American sample with the studies conducted 
outside North America, it was found studies conducted outside North America are strongly 
related with continuance commitment (ρ’s= .52 vs .42). Gupta et al. (2010) in their study of 513 
managers in the manufacturing sector found that POS is positively related to affective 
commitment (β = .560, t =  15.25, p < .01), normative commitment (β = .548, t = 14.98, p < .01), 
and high sacrifice (HiSac) (β = .11, t = 2,454, p < .05), and negatively related to low alternatives 
(LoAlt) (β = - .139, t = -3.12, p < .05) (where personal sacrifice and low alternatives are two 
dimensions of continuance commitment). Kim, Eisenberger, and Baik (2016) in a recent study 
found that POS is positively related to employees’ affective commitment. The study further 
maintained the relationship between POS and AC is moderated by perceived organizational 
competence (POC); for example, the stronger the POC, the stronger the relationship between POS 
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and affective commitment. POC refers to a “global perception regarding the organization’s ability 
to achieve objectives and goals” (Kim et al., 2016, p. 561). 
Leadership is also an important construct that is found to be related to employees’ 
organizational commitment (Bass & Riggio, 2005; Wayne et al., 2009). Jackson, Meyer, and 
Wang (2013) in their meta-analysis found that transformational leadership is positively related to 
affective commitment (ρ= .45) and normative commitment (ρ =.33). There are mixed results in 
the literature regarding transactional leadership style and employees’ organizational commitment. 
Jackson et al. (2013) proposed that transactional leadership is related to affective commitment. 
For this purpose, the transactional leadership was further conceptualized into two dimensions, 
namely contingent reward style and management by exception-active (MBE) style. The results 
show that contingent reward style possesses a positive relationship with affective commitment (ρ= 
.36), whereas MBE is found to have a weaker relationship with affective commitment (ρ=.83).  
Many studies have shown that human resource (HR) practices can influence employees’ 
performance (Kim et al., 2016). However, it is stated that HR practices do not directly impact 
employees’ performance; instead, they indirectly impact performance via employees’ behavior 
and work-related attitudes such as job satisfaction and employees’ organization (Anantharaman, 
2004; Giauquea, Resenterraa & Siggen, 2010; Kim et al., 2016). For example, scholars have in 
the past found organizational commitment to be related to high-performance work systems (Qiao, 
Khilji, & Wang, 2009), effective remuneration and recognition (Giauquea et al., 2010), 
organizational support and procedural justice, rewards (Malhotra, Budhwar & Prowse, 2007), and 
employees’ development activities (Tansky & Cohen, 2001). Kooij et al. (2010) in their meta-
analysis proposed that high-commitment HR practices strongly relate to affective commitment. 
The results of the study showed that internal promotion (ρ = .52), participation (ρ = .52), rewards 
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(ρ = .49), staffing (ρ = .48), training (ρ = .42), information sharing (ρ = .40), flexible work 
schedules (ρ = .35), job enrichment (ρ = .48), performance management (ρ = .44), teamwork (ρ = 
.42), and job security (ρ = .33) positively correlate to employees’ commitment. As can be seen, all 
practices are strongly related to affective commitment. This finding can be explained via social 
exchange theory (SET). As noted in the literature, employees view HR practices as a favor or care 
from their organization, and reciprocate these favors by exhibiting favorable work-related 
attitudes such as affective commitment (Allen et al., 2003, Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). 
Recently, scholars have argued about the possible relationship between HRD-related 
activities and their impact on organizational commitment (Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014; Tang, Liu, 
Oh, & Weitz, 2014). For example, the literature found support that employees’ training practices 
(Bartlett, 2001; Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014); networking and socializing opportunities (Tang et 
al., 2014), and mentoring (Ghosh, Reio, & Haynes, 2012) are all positively related to employees’ 
organizational commitment.   
Consequences of organizational commitment. The relationship between organizational 
commitment and organizational performance stirs much interest among scholars. This interest 
leads to exploration of this phenomenon in detail. For example, Pinho, Rodrigues, and Dibb 
(2014) in their study of the health sector found that organizational commitment is positively 
related to organizational performance. However, it is noted that this relationship is so weak that 
there is no practical significance of this relationship. Jaiswal and Dhar (2016) in their study of the 
hospitality industry explore whether perceived organizational support, psychological 
empowerment, and leader member exchange are antecedents to organizational commitment. 
Finally, the study also explores to what extent organizational commitment leads to service quality. 
The study uses structural equation modelling to analyze the data. The path analysis of the 
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structural model confirmed that OC partially mediated between PE and SQ. Further analysis 
confirms that POS affects OC positively (β = .22, p < .001), PE has a positive relationship with 
OC (β = .21, p < .001), LMX (β = 0.38, p < .001) significantly and positively affects OC, and OC 
positively and significantly affects SQ (β = .52, p < .001). These findings are important as it 
shows that even in the presence of PE, POS, and LMX, the organization needs employees’ 
organizational commitment to influence service quality.  
With regard to other consequences, organizational commitment is found to be negatively 
related to withdrawal behavior, absenteeism, and turnover intention (Meyer et al., 2002; Ng & 
Sorensen, 2008). Turnover intention is considered an important construct in management 
literature because it emerged as the strongest precursor to turnover (Brewer et al., 2012; Luchak 
& Gellatly, 2007). Other scholars found support that organizational commitment influences 
employees’ retention (Brewer et al., 2012; Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005; Griffeth et al., 
2000; Newman et al., 2011). In a study of multiple industries, Joo (2010) explored whether 
organizational commitment mediated the relationship between organization learning culture and 
employees’ turnover intention. The data was collected from manufacturing, finance, trading, and 
construction related organizations. The results show that organizational commitment fully 
mediates the relationship between organization learning culture and employees’ turnover 
intention (path coefficient = 0.63, t = - 11.72). 
Allen and Shanock (2013) in their study of new comer orientation, explore the mediating 
effect of organizational commitment on the relationship between perceived organizational support 
(POS) and employees’ turnover. The result of the study showed that employees’ organizational 
commitment mediates the relationship between POS and employees’ turnover (t = -2.15, p < .05). 
The employees’ organizational commitment is negatively related to employees’ turnover. The 
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result of the study rooted in the notion that employees seek to reciprocate the favors in response to 
the organizational policies. In this case, employees’ choose to stay in their organization in 
response to the socialization intervention initiated for new comer orientation.  
Summary. Organizational commitment has received considerable attention in the 
literature as it is found to be significant in explaining organizational behavior. The studies 
supported that employees’ organizational commitment positively influences employees’ job 
performance and negatively influences turnover intention. It has been stated that when employees 
feel emotionally attached to their organization, they assume extra responsibilities and work hard 
to increase customer satisfaction and trustworthiness (Dhar, 2015). Similarly, organizational 
commitment has been found to be related to employees’ turnover intention. Organizations are 
always interested in practices that can augment employees’ organizational commitment. The 
review of literature showed that human resource (HR) related practices are constantly found to 
influence organizational commitment. Effective remuneration and rewards, procedural justice, 
recognition of employees, and job autonomy are some of the practices that have been found to 
influence employees’ organizational commitment. Employees’ developmental opportunities are 
also worth mentioning. The recent stream of literature found some support that organizational 
training can influence employees’ organizational commitment. This relationship can be explained 
via social exchange theory (SET). The employee views training as a favor or care from their 
organization, and reciprocate these favors by exhibiting favorable work-related attitudes such as 
organizational commitment (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). However, most of these studies were 
restricted to exploring the relationship between the existence of a training program and 
organizational commitment. Training context is found to be influential in shaping employees’ 
participation in development activities, learning, and transfer (Ford et al., 2017). It was argued 
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that employees’ perceptions of work environment support (supervisory and peer support) 
influence their participation in continuous learning activities (Blume et al., 2010). Yet, despite the 
importance of work environment support (conceptualized as training opportunities, supervisory 
and peer support, and opportunity to use training), there is less understanding of its relationship 
with organizational commitment. 
Training 
Training is defined as “systematic acquisition of knowledge, skills, and attitudes that 
together leads to improved performance” (Salas, Tannenbaum, Kraiger, & Smith-Jentsch, 2012, p. 
77). Employees are always considered as the source of competitive advantage. HRD initiatives 
such as training can help in building and maintaining that source (Barney & Wright, 1998; 
Huselid & Becker, 2011). It is maintained that organizations around the globe spend 
approximately $130 billion on training- and development-related activities (Ismail, 2016). The 
literature suggested that if designed properly, training can garner numerous benefits for 
organizations (Salas et al., 2012).  
Training outcomes. Does training matter in terms of its influence on performance? This 
is an important question for which every organization seeks an answer. The review of literature 
showed that training is positively related to individual and organizational outcomes (Aguinis & 
Kraiger, 2009; Akhtar, Ding, & Ge; 2008; Salas et al., 2012). Akhtar et al. (2008) explored the 
relationship between strategic human resource management (SHRM) practices and firm’s 
performance in their study of Chinese enterprises. The firm’s performance was measured by using 
three items to measure two dimensions of performance; i.e., product/service performance and 
financial performance. The data was collected from 465 employees working at mid- to high-level 
positions. The results showed that SHRM practices such as training, participation, results-oriented 
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appraisals, and internal career opportunities affect both product/service performance and financial 
performance. The regression analysis found that training emerged as a significant predictor for 
both product/service performance (β = .28, p < .001) and financial performance (β = .15, p < 
.001), respectively. The study concluded that the significant impact of training on the two 
dimensions of firm performance supports the strategic importance of training.  
The scholars maintained that training leads to the acquisition of new knowledge, skills, 
and behaviors that eventually result in improved job performance (Hill & Lent, 2006; Keith & 
Frese, 2008). Dermol and Cater (2013) in their study of service employees explored the 
relationship among training support (supervisory support), training outcomes, and company’s 
performance. The company’s performance was measured across several dimensions such as return 
on assets, employees’ commitment to the company, speed of dealing with customer complaints, 
etc. The data was collected from 247 service employees working in Slovenian service 
organizations. The results of the study confirm a strong relationship between supervisor support 
and the volume and quality of training as well as between supervisor support and organizational 
incentives for training transfer. The study further found that cognitive and behavioral changes 
positively relate to company performance. The study concluded that training-related support in 
conjunction with opportunity to perform the learned skills affects employees’ cognition and 
behaviors, which consequently improves firm performance. Cognitive and behavioral change 
explains (R2 = .42) 42% of variance in company performance, where cognitive and behavioral 
changes involve communicating with management and subordinates and employees’ level of 
understanding of major problems in the company.  
Similarly, training-related support is considered important in improving the quality of 
products and services. Zumrah and Boyle (2015) in their study of service employees explore the 
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relationship of perceived organizational support, transfer of training outcomes to the workplace, 
and service quality in the context of the public sector. The data was collected from 222 service 
employees working in the Malaysian public sector. The employees of the service organizations 
were surveyed for their organizational support. However, their supervisors and peers were 
surveyed for transfer of training and service quality, respectively. The results of the study showed 
that training transfer mediated the relationship between perceived organizational support (POS) 
and service quality. The result of the structural model showed that POS has a significant and 
positive relationship with training transfer (β = .26, p < .001). The effect of training transfer on 
service quality was also significant and positive (β = .17, p < .05). Organizational support played 
a significant role in the whole training process, but it is essential for training transfer. The study 
concluded that service quality could be improved by implementing training, provided that 
employees are able to transfer the training content. Saks and Burke‐Smalley (2014) in their study 
of training professionals also found that training transfer mediates the relationship between 
training method and firms’ performance. The results showed that on-the-job training was most 
strongly related to training transfer and firm performance. The study concluded that organizations 
should be aware that training can only lead to improved performance if the training programs 
have higher transfer rates.  
Training has been associated with employees’ morale, higher productivity, and improved 
work quality (Diamantidis & Chatzoglou, 2014; Salas, Wilson, Burke, & Wightman, 2006). 
Diamantidis and Chatzoglou (2014) in their study of employees in Greek organizations explored 
the relationship among training design, post-training behaviors, and employees’ job performance. 
The data was collected from 126 employees. The results showed that training design positively 
relates (β = .19, p < .001) to post-training behaviors, which in turn positively relates to (β = .45, p 
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< .001) to employees’ job performance. The study conceptualized the post-training behavior as 
the “extent to which trainees have changed their behavior because of their participation in training 
program (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2008)”. The study is significant as it showed that if training 
design is aligned with employees’ job responsibilities and support is provided to transfer those 
skills, it will help employees to change their behaviors.  
Training evaluation. Aguinis and Kraiger (2009) defined training evaluation as “the 
systematic investigation of whether a training program resulted in knowledge, skills, or affective 
changes in learners” (p. 452). It is argued that evaluation of HRD intervention is one of the 
critical issues in the field of HRD (Holton, 1996). The scholars also claimed that lack of 
availability of training evaluation models is one of the reasons that training evaluation is largely 
ignored in practice (Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009; Salas et al., 2012; Tannenbaum et al., 1991). 
However, in spite of being largely ignored in training literature, some scholars have directed their 
attention to how training should be evaluated (Holton, 1996; Kirkpatrick, 1976; Kraiger, 2002; 
Tannenbaum et al., 1993).  
Kirkpatrick’s (1959) training evaluation model is a widely used evaluation model among 
practitioners because of its simplicity (Alliger & Janak, 1989; Tannenbaum et al., 1993). The 
four-step model has its genesis in Kirkpatrick’s doctoral study on evaluation of supervisory 
training programs. The study concluded that evaluation should not only be limited to trainees’ 
reaction and how much they have learned, but it should also include the change in behaviors and 
more specifically how much the organization gained from the training program (Kirkpatrick, 
1996). Kirkpatrick published a series of articles regarding evaluating training programs in the 
Journal of the American Society of Training Directors in the late 1950s (Kirkpatrick, 1959a, 
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1959b, 1960a, 1960b). Kirkpatrick (1996) proposed that there are four levels of evaluating a 
training program. The four steps are as follows: 
• “reaction” or “how well trainees like a particular program” (Kirkpatrick, 1996, p. 
55); 
• “learning” or “a measure of the knowledge acquired, skills improved, or attitudes 
changed due to training” (p. 56);  
• “behavior” or “a measure of the extent to which participants change their on-the-
job behavior because of training” (Kirkpatrick, 1996, p. 56); and  
• “results” or “a measure of the final results that occur due to training, including 
increased sales, higher productivity, bigger profits, reduced costs, less employee 
turnover, and improved quality” (p. 56). 
It should be noted that Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model is an effort to stimulate training 
directors to think about evaluating a training program. Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model is a tool 
that can provide some guidance to the training directors to start thinking about evaluation. It was 
maintained that training evaluation is not only important to improve the training program but also 
“to justify the existence of the training department” (Kirkpatrick, 1994, p. 18).  
Kaufman and Keller (1994) argued that Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model is too narrowly 
focused on training and is not useful for evaluating other interventions in an organization. The 
scholars further maintained that organizations are means to ends. The ends of organizations are 
much greater than just self-serving or increasing shareholders’ equity. Every organization is a part 
of a larger system or society; therefore, evaluation should also take care to assess whether 
organizations have fulfilled their larger (mega) goals. It was suggested that evaluation should 
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takes place at micro, macro and mega levels (Kaufman, 1992a, 1992b). At the mega level, the 
primary client and beneficiary will be society; at the macro level, the primary client and 
beneficiary is the organization itself; and in micro-level planning, the primary clients and 
beneficiaries are the individual and small groups. The following table shows the five levels of 
evaluation.  
Table 1 
Five Levels of Evaluation 
Levels Evaluation  Focus  
1a  Enabling  Availability and quality of human, financial, and physical 
resources inputs 
1b Reaction Methods, means, and processes’ acceptability and efficiency 
2 Acquisition Individual and small-group mastery and competence 
3 Application Individual and small-group (products) utilization within the 
organization 
4 Organizational outputs Organizational contributions and payoffs 
5 Societal outcomes  Societal and client responsiveness, consequences and payoffs 
Source: (Kaufmann & Keller, 1994) 
 As can be seen in Table 1, level 1 of evaluation is extended to levels 1a and 1b. An 
important point to consider is that the methods and resources are also evaluated along with the 
intervention itself. It was maintained that while evaluating the response of the learners, the 
determination of the worth of resources and process also adds value in the evaluation results. 
Similarly, levels 2 and 3 are also extended. Level 2 is now concerned with evaluating whether or 
not the learners achieved the required competence. It should be noted that the scope in level 2 is 
extended from training to any intervention. For level 3, the evaluation is extended to more than 
just transfer. Level 3 is now concerned with application of learned skills in the workplace. From 
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the training transfer viewpoint, this evaluation covers social support in the workplace and 
opportunity to use the learned skills. Level 4 is mostly unchanged and still evaluates 
organizational performance, profits, and most importantly, payoffs. Finally, level 5 evaluates how 
much value the organization has added to society as whole. As discussed earlier, this is mega-
level evaluation. This evaluation could take account of unintended societal consequences such as 
increases in pollution, lack of safety in schools, etc. 
Alliger and Janak (1989) published the first citation review of Kirkpatrick’s four-level 
model. They maintained that Kirkpatrick’s model of evaluation has been used by many 
practitioners because of its simplicity. However, the authors critiqued the implicit assumptions 
that practitioners and researchers hold while using the evaluation model.  
Assumption 1: Each successive level is more informative than the last. The first 
assumption is that all the training interventions should be evaluated up to level 4. This is because 
level 4 is at the top of the hierarchy. For example, the training program designed for instilling 
spirituality and company pride or rejuvenating employees can be only be evaluated up to the 
reaction level. It is further maintained that moving from level 1 to level 4 in every intervention is 
one way of justifying the intervention. For example, HRD practitioners are always expected to 
justify the ROI, and one way to obtain the necessary data is to evaluate an intervention at level 4.  
Assumption 2: Each level is caused by the previous level. Alliger and Janak (1989) stated 
that causality is assumed to exist between the levels. They further maintained that it is assumed 
that reaction leads to learning, learning leads to behavior change, and behavior change leads to 
changes in the organization. The scholars stated that there is no causal relation that exists between 
the levels because of other factors involved. For example, it is difficult to prove causality between 
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levels 2 and 3 because of factors related to work environment support in training transfer. The 
supervisory support for training, peer support for training, and opportunity to use training are 
some of the factors that are important to consider when evaluating moving from level 2 to level 3.  
Assumption 3: Each succeeding level is correlated with the previous level. This 
assumption is related to Assumption 2. Alliger and Janak (1989) conducted a citation review and 
found that most of the studies only looked at a single level of evaluation that is not level 1. The 
authors further maintained that these studies provide “indirect evidence against the likelihood” (p. 
334) of a positive correlation. They concluded that if each level is causally linked with one other, 
then it can only be assumed that there exists a correlation among the levels. However, for the 
reasons discussed earlier, it is difficult to assume that each succeeding level is correlated with the 
previous level. However, this model has always been criticized because of its inability to 
incorporate possible training outcomes (Holton, 1996; Tannenbaum et al., 1993; Alliger & Janak, 
1989).  
Tannenbaum, Cannon-Bowers, Salas, and Mathieu (1993) critiqued Kirkpatrick’s model 
as being incomplete and missing several important factors that are important to training 
effectiveness. Tannenbaum et al. (1993) developed a training effectiveness model consisting of 
the following categories: 
• Reactions 
• Attitude Change 
• Learning 
• Training Performance (Behavior I) 
• Job Performance (Behavior II) 
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• Results/Organizational Effectiveness 
Tannenbaum et al. (1993) extended Kirkpatrick’s model by adding the following 
dimensions: attitude change, training performance, and job performance. The reaction level is 
similar to that of Kirkpatrick. However, this study defines it as a multidimensional construct that 
covers both affective response and perceived utility/relevance of trainig. The second category is 
attitude change. It was cited that training programs are sometimes specifically designed for 
creating attitudinal change. However, regardless of purpose, training programs affect trainees’ 
attitude directly or indirectly. For example, trainees’ self-efficacy is an important attitude that 
could impact the whole training process. Tannenbaum et al. (1993) refer to learning as a cognitive 
process focusing more on the acquisition of knowledge. It was maintained that acquisition of 
knowledge does not guarantee that trainees will perform differently in the workplace. Training 
performance evaluates the change in behavior before the transfer environment (workplace) 
(Tannenbaum et al., 1993). Training performance is concerned with how the trainees perform the 
learned behavior. On the other hand, job performance assesses behavior after the trainee returns to 
the job. Job performance is concerned with the extent to which the training has been transferred to 
the workplace. It was further maintained that training performance can be thought of as maximum 
performance, in which the trainees are delivering at their maximum with a clear knowledge that 
their performance will be evaluated . 
Apart from extending Kirkpatrick’s model of evaluation, this study identified several 
factors that are found to impact the training process. For example, Tannenbaum et al. (1993) 
stated that individual factors such as self-efficacy, training motivation, and job involvement as 
well as environmental factors such as transfer climate, supervisory support, and peer support 
contributed to training effectiveness.  
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Holton (1996) critiqued Kirkpatrick’s model of evaluation by characterizing it as 
taxonomy rather than a model per se. Holton (1996) argued that taxonomies are simply a form of 
classification and do not identify the underlying relationships. It was further maintained that it is 
difficult to draw conclusions from the weak correlation between level 2 (learning) and level 3 (job 
behavior) because of the presence of many factors (such as workplace support) that are not 
mentioned in Kirkpatrick’s model. Holton (1996) stated that Kirkpatrick’s model did not meet the 
criteria to be called a theory or model. Klimoski (1991) noted that theories and models should 
have components such as elements, relationships, boundaries, system states, deductions and 
predictions, etc. However, Kirkpatrick’s model lacks all of these elements (Holton, 1996).  
Holton (1996) stated that there is a need for an integrative evaluation model that takes 
account of the primary and secondary variables that can potentially impact the training process. 
Holton (1996) presented an evaluation model that includes three primary outcomes: learning, 
individual performance, and organizational results. Learning refers to the achievement of the 
learning outcomes for which the training is designed. Individual performance is the changed 
behavior when learning was applied on the job. Finally, the organization will experience 
improved results if individual performance is improved. Holton (1996) indicated many elements 
that impacted these three outcomes. For example, it was mentioned that motivational elements, 
ability elements, and environmental elements all impacted these outcomes. It was further stated 
that apart from these elements, there are also secondary influences on these outcomes.  
  Finally, there is always a concern regarding the cost-benefit analysis of HRD-related 
activities. It was maintained that training programs should be measured in economic terms in 
order to justify their value to the organization. However, this is believed to be a narrow view of 
evaluation. Kraiger (2002) stated that training success depends on multiple factors, so training 
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evaluation should incorporate all of those dimensions. Kraiger (2002) presented a decision-based 
evaluation model. According to this model, training impact should be measured in reference to 
the intended purpose of evaluation—purposes of decision making, marketing, and providing 
feedback to participants, instructors, or instructional designers. This model clearly distinguish 
evaluation target that includes training content and design, changes in learners, and organizational 
payoffs. Kraiger (2002) stated that reaction measure can only be used to determine what trainees 
think about the training content and design. This measure should not be used as a precursor to 
learning. However, Kraiger (2002) believed that changes in learners are closely related to 
organizational payoff.  
Training transfer. Training Transfer is a fundamental concern for every organization. It 
was echoed in the literature that learning alone is not sufficient unless that learning is transferred 
to the workplace. Training transfer refers to the extent to which trainees are able to transfer the 
required knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors to workplace settings (Ford & Weissbein, 
1997). Despite millions of dollars invested in training-related activities, reports suggested that 
training has less impact on organizational results. A meta-analysis of training effectiveness found 
that the effect size significantly reduced when learning criteria was compared with work behavior 
(Arthur, Bennett, Edens, & Bell, 2003). Van Wijk et al. (2008) in their meta-analysis found that 
the correlation between knowledge transfer and organizational performance is just r =.22 which is 
considered low. 
According to one estimate, 40% of employees fail to transfer just after the program, 70% 
falter in transfer a year after the program, and only 50% of the training content transferred to the 
workplace (Burke & Hutchins, 2007). With these estimates, it is clear that training transfer is 
important for HRD practitioners and researchers alike. The transfer problem (as it is termed in 
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training literature) has long been recognized and various scholars have made an effort to identify 
the factors that are considered important in transfer. The scholars suggested that training should 
be considered as a system, where there are inputs, outputs, and conditions to transfer (Salas, 
Nichols, & Driskell, 2007; Tannenbaum et al., 1992). Out of these, training inputs are considered 
important and found to have impact conditions for transfer, which eventually affect training 
outcomes (Grossman & Salas, 2011). Past studies bundled the training inputs into three major 
categories; i.e., trainees’ characteristics, work environment characteristics, and training design 
(Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Grossman & Salas, 2011; Hutchins & Burke, 2008; Salas et al., 2012).  
Trainee characteristics are considered the most important factors related to training 
transfer (Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Hutchins & Burke, 2008). Trainees’ cognitive ability has been 
strongly linked to training transfer (Blume et al., 2010; Burke et al., 2008; Colquitt et al., 2000; 
Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007; Salas et al., 2006). Blume et al. (2010) in their meta-analysis 
found an effect size of (r2=.37) between trainees’ cognitive ability and training transfer. However, 
the scholars maintained that though there is a moderate relationship between cognitive ability and 
training, one should interpret this finding with caution. The meta-analysis consists of studies that 
contain both open and closed skills. In terms of closed skills, an effect size of (r2=.43) was found. 
Velada et al. (2007) advocated that cognitive ability is similar to training (Bhatti et al., 2013; Noe, 
2006). For example, Noe (2006) believed that for training transfer, it is important that trainees 
retain the training content. Similarly, the scholars stated the training retention outcomes are 
directly related to training generalization and maintenance (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Salas et al., 
2012).  
Self-efficacy, another important construct that has been linked to training transfer, refers 
to an individual’s belief in his or her abilities to perform a given task (Bandura, 1989). It has been 
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suggested that the higher the trainee’s self-efficacy, the better they can perform in challenging 
situations. The training literature has found that trainees’ self-efficacy positively relates to 
training transfer. Velada et al. (2007) in their study of grocery store employees explore the 
relationship among perception of training design, training retention, performance self-efficacy, 
supervisory support, performance feedback, and training transfer. Performance self-efficacy is 
defined as employees’ perception that they can improve their performance whenever needed 
(Holton et al., 2003). These employees attended at least one of the following training programs: 
customer service, environmental issues, security, and prevention and hygiene in the workplace. 
Data was collected from 182 participants just after the training and after three months. The 
correlation result shows that performance self-efficacy is positively related (r = .43) to training 
transfer. The regression analysis found that the model was significant and explained 
approximately 42% of the variance in training transfer with performance self-efficacy (b = 0.30, p 
< .01) as the significant predictor. The other studies found that training self-efficacy also impacts 
training transfer through training motivation. Chiaburu and Minorva (2005) in their study found 
that training self-efficacy is positively related to employees’ pre-training motivation, which in 
turn relates to training transfer. Nevertheless, existing research supports that trainees’ self-
efficacy is an important characteristic that impacts the whole training process from attending the 
training to learning within the training program and finally to training transfer.  
Training motivation is an important construct in the training literature because of its 
relationship with a number of pre-training and post-training variables (Burke & Hutchins, 2007; 
Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008; Noe & Schmitt, 1986). Training motivation refers to the intensity and 
persistence the trainee displays throughout the training process (Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). The 
training literature has used various training motivation-related constructs such as training 
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motivation, motivation to learn, and motivation to transfer (Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Chiaburu & 
Marinova, 2005). However, it was stated that motivation to learn impacts trainees’ performance 
while in the training program, whereas motivation to transfer can be critical when trainees 
actually transfer the training in the workplace (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008).  
Recently, scholars started examining the motivation to transfer in detail. For example, 
several studies explore the mediating effects of transfer motivation. Chiaburu, van Dam, and 
Hutchins (2010) in their study of service employees explore the relationship between work 
environment support variables, individual factors, training cognitions, and training transfer. The 
study found that perceived organizational support (POS) (β = .16, p < .05) and supervisory 
support for training (β = .49, p < .001) positively relates to motivation to transfer. Further analysis 
showed that motivation to transfer positively (β = .21, p < .05) relates to training cognition, which 
in turn positively (β = .41, p < .001) relates to training transfer. The study concluded that work 
environment support influences training transfer via trainees’ characteristics; i.e., motivation to 
transfer. Recent studies explore the mediating effect of motivation to transfer on the relationship 
between learning transfer system inventory (LTSI) factors and training transfer (Massenberg, 
Schulte, & Kauffeld, 2016). LTSI factors consist of factors that are found to impact trainee 
transfer. Holton et al. (2000) presented these factors as an extension of his evaluation model. 
Holton et al. (2000) systematized these factors by developing an evaluation model covering 16 
theoretically important factors, including 11 training-specific factors as well as five general 
factors that are positively related to training transfer. Massenberg et al. (2016) found that 
motivation to transfer mediated the relationship between LTSI factors and training in both 
instances; i.e., before training and after training.  
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Work environment characteristics comprise another category that is believed to be 
significantly related to training effectiveness and transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Blume et al., 
2010; Salas et al., 2012). Work environment support for training is considered important in both 
research and practice. Hutchins and Burke (2007) in their study of training professionals observe 
that around 98% of training professionals believe that variables identified in research regarding 
work environment support impact training transfer. Chan Lee et al. (2014) in their study argued 
that an environment that supports learning influences trainees’ motivation to transfer. Similarly, 
supervisor and peer support is taken as a support that is instilled in the organizational culture and 
helps the trainees in training transfer. A review of literature indicates that both peer support and 
supervisor support are important for training transfer (Blume et al., 2010). In their meta-analysis, 
Blume et al. (2010) indicated that supervisor support is more strongly related to training transfer 
than peer support. However, other studies (Martin, 2010; Tian et al., 2016) found peer support to 
be more significantly related to training transfer. The scholars identified fairness in selection 
criteria for training, supervisory support for training (Blume et al., 2010; Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 
2007), peer support for training (Blume et al., 2010; Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Chiaburu & 
Marinova, 2005; Cromwell & Kolb, 2004; Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007), workplace climate 
(Blume et al., 2010; Burke et al., 2008; Colquitt et al., 2000; Gilpin-Jackson & Bushe, 2007; Salas 
et al., 2006), and opportunity to perform (Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Salas et al., 2006) as some of 
the important work environment variables in this category. 
Supervisory support for training is considered to influence the trainees in the whole 
training process. The literature suggested a variety of ways in which supervisors provide support. 
For example, goal setting (Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Robbins & Judge, 2009), feedback, and 
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encouragement (Salas & Stagl, 2009; Schindler & Burkholder, 2014) are examples of supports 
that supervisors can render to their subordinates.  
Lee et al. (2014) in their study of service employees found that supervisory support for 
training was positively related to motivation to transfer (β = .41, p < .001) and training transfer (β 
= .29, p < .001). The data was collected (n=365) from employees of one of the largest general 
insurance firms in Korea. The study also collected data regarding job performance. The study 
concluded that for high performers, supervisory support for training directly influences training 
transfer. For low performers, however, work environment variables (including supervisory 
support, peer support, and organizational learning support) indirectly influences training transfer 
through motivation to transfer. Different dimensions have been regarded as supervisory support in 
training transfer literature. Schindler and Burkholder (2014) mentioned mentoring, coaching, 
social support, and task support as some of the dimensions of supervisory support that influence 
trainees to transfer training. It should be noted that supervisory support for training directly or 
indirectly influences training transfer. Several studies in this regard found that supervisory 
support for training influences trainees’ motivation to transfer, which eventually leads to training 
transfer (Massenberg et al., 2016; Schindler & Burkholder, 2014).  
Peer support for training refers to encouraging co-workers to apply the learned skills on 
the job (Tian et al., 2016). Peer support has been an important variable in training transfer 
literature. Past studies that explored peer support commented that if trainees were receiving 
support during the training program, they reciprocate this support by providing commitment, 
loyalty, and performance (Balkin & Richebe, 2007) and by transferring training (Tian et al., 
2016). While testing a model of individual characteristics and social support, peer support 
emerged as significant (b = .65, p < .05) to skill transfer. The other variables (supervisory support, 
 45  
 
self-efficacy, and goal orientation) affected skill transfer through training motivation (Chiaburu & 
Marinova, 2005). Simosi (2012) in their study of service employees found that peer support along 
with supervisory support is positively related to training transfer and affective commitment. The 
study further found that perceived organizational support (POS) moderated the relationship 
between peer support and affective commitment. However, no moderation effect of POS was 
found on the relationship between peer support and training transfer. The study concluded that 
even in the absence of POS, trainees are able to transfer training.  
Workplace climate consists of situational cues and consequences that facilitate or 
constrain transfer (Martin, 2010; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993). Past studies found empirical 
support that transfer climate impacts transfer behavior (Lim & Morris, 2006; Martin, 2010; 
Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Salas et al., 2006). It has been suggested that environmental scanning 
in the needs assessment stage significantly helps in training transfer (Salas et al., 2012). It is often 
asserted that transfer can be increased if the trainees encountered a similar environment in which 
they were trained (Martin, 2010). Training instrumentality has also been discussed in relation to 
this. Instrumentality explains that employees perceive certain rewards after training transfer. 
These can be divided into two categories; i.e., external and internal rewards. It is noted that when 
trainees believe that there is a link between training and rewards, there is a greater chance that 
they will transfer the training. The extrinsic rewards included remuneration and career 
possibilities (Guerrero & Sire, 2001). However, other scholars argue that intrinsic rewards are 
more important for training. It has been suggested that the trainees’ jobs should be redesigned to 
incorporate the training content. Similarly, others believe trainees should be provided job 
autonomy in order to transfer training as trainees have a greater ability to organize their job tasks, 
which will result in effective transfer (Blume et al., 2010; Pham et al., 2012).  
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Training need analysis (TNA) is considered an important process in training design. TNA 
is concerned with identifying a gap or performance problems that need to be addressed. Past 
scholars maintained that TNA has been closely linked with training effectiveness (Arthur et al., 
2003; Salas et al., 2012). TNA includes job analysis, organization analysis, and personal analysis 
(Salas et al., 2012). Job task analysis takes account of what kinds of competencies are needed to 
perform the job. Job task analysis helps in developing learning outcomes, which is crucial for 
training design. The training literature cited training need analysis as the basis of training 
evaluation, as the training will be evaluated in terms of what the training was designed for (Salas 
et al., 2012).  
Organizational analysis includes taking stock of the activities that can help or hinder 
training. Organizational support is the first in this regard. Organizational support includes whether 
or not training helps in achieving organizational long term goals. The allocation of funds and 
commitment to the continuation of this training process are some signals of organizational 
support. Organizational support also includes creating and nurturing a learning culture that will 
support the training intervention. Organizational analysis includes analyzing the support of 
supervisors and peers who are willing to be a part of the training process. 
Finally, personal analysis determines who needs training and what they should train for. It 
has been maintained in the past that training is not always the ideal solution for performance 
deficiencies. This is true for training older workers. The research provides evidence that age has 
been positively correlated to training time and negatively correlated to training performance 
(Kubeck, Delp, Haslett, & McDaniel, 1996; Salas et al., 2012 ). Similarly, older employees are 
encountering stereotyping and age discrimination in their workplaces. Research shows that 
perceived age discrimination works as a stressor for employees and is negatively related to 
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employees’ affective commitment (Rabla & Trianab, 2013). Aptitude-treatment interaction (API) 
is recommended in training that accommodates employees with special needs by providing them 
with pre-training or post-training support (Beier, 2008; Snow, 1989).   
Instructional strategies and methods are also important for training design. As described 
earlier, designing and delivering a training program is highly dependent on thorough need 
analysis. A well-designed training program includes the purpose, objective, and outcomes of the 
training. Training content is an important part of training design and is found to be positively 
related to training transfer. The transfer literature cited that trainees’ perceived content validity 
positively influences training transfer. Perceived content validity refers to the extent to which 
trainees judge the training content to reflect the job requirements accurately (Devos et al., 2007). 
Past scholars cited that when trainees believed that training content is relevant to their job, they 
maximized their training effort. Bhatti et al. (2013) found that perceived content validity is 
positively related to trainees’ performance self-efficacy, which leads to training transfer. 
Accordingly, instructional strategies have been found to be related to training transfer. The 
training literature stated behavior modeling and error management techniques are some of the 
instructional strategies that are found to be associated with trainig effectiveness (Grossman & 
Salas, 2011).  
Summary. Salas et al. (2012) in their review of training literature made two important 
assertions: (a) that properly designed training works, and (b) the way training is designed, 
delivered, and implemented influences training transfer. The literature reviewed for this study 
finds these two assertions quite relevant. In terms of training outcomes, it is evident that properly 
designed training influences individual and organizational outcomes. The mediating role of 
training transfer in the relationship between training and performance reinforces the notion of 
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training-performance paradox. As discussed earlier, for organizations to reap the benefits of 
training, transfer of training is essential.  
The evaluation of training plays a very important role in justifying the worth of training. 
The review of training evaluation models showed that though Kirkpatrick’s model provides the 
foundation for evaluating a training program, it is by no means a rigorous evaluation model. 
Holton (1996) critiqued Kirkpatrick’s model as incomplete, as it did not explain the weak 
correlation between two constructs such as level 2 (learning) and level 3 (job behavior). It was 
argued that the model did not take into account many factors that can influence training 
effectiveness. Holton (1996) presented an evaluation model that contains motivational elements, 
ability elements, and environmental elements, which are considered to play an important role in 
training effectiveness. Based on the evaluation model, Holton et al. (2000) developed a learning 
transfer system inventory (LTSI) that contains 11 training-specific factors as well as five general 
factors that are found to impact training transfer.  
  Grossman and Salas (2011) identified several factors in the trainee characteristics 
category (cognitive ability, self-efficacy, motivation, perceived utility of training), and the work 
environment support category (transfer climate, support, opportunity to perform) that have shown 
the strongest and most consistent relationship with training transfer.  
Theoretical Framework 
This study will utilize social exchange theory (SET) as a theoretical framework to explore the 
relationship between workplace support for training transfer and employees’ organizational 
commitment.  
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Social exchange theory. SET provides a basis for understanding the role of organizations 
in creating feelings of obligation and favorable attitudes (Blau, 1964). SET is considered to be 
one of the major theoretical perspectives in HRD, with its roots dating back to the early writings 
of Homans (1961) and Blau (1964).  
Homans (1961) believes that individual behavior is dependent on the actions and 
interactions of other individuals. Homans (1961) maintained that there is nothing in social groups 
that cannot be explained with the proposition of interaction between individuals. Social exchange 
is defined as the exchange of activity, tangible or intangible, and more or less rewarding or costly, 
between at least two persons (Homans, 1961, p. 13). Cost is viewed as a valued (or alternative) 
activity by the members involved in it. His belief is that mutual or dyadic exchange forms the 
basis of this relationship. It was observed that Homans’s (1961) conceptualization of social 
exchange is well grounded in the reward and punishment framework (Cook & Rice, 2003). 
Homans (1961) outlined the five propositions of this reward and punishment framework: (a) the 
success proposition advocates how positive behavior relates to positive consequences; (b) the 
stimulus proposition states that if a particular stimulus in which the action has been rewarded, the 
future action will be likely to take place in similar stimuli; (c) the value proposition states that the 
more valuable the result of an action for the actor, the more that action will be repeated; (d) the 
deprivation-satiation proposition states that the more often the actor receives a timely reward for 
action, the less valuable the unit increase in that reward will become; (e) the emotional 
proposition states that when a person’s action does not receive a reward or receives an unexpected 
punishment, the person becomes angry.  
Blau (1964) adopted an economic view while describing social exchange theory. It has 
been stated that Blau’s greatest contribution to SET is his comparison of social exchange with 
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economic exchange. In Blau’s (1964) view, social exchange can be described as a person 
providing a favor to someone else, with the expectation that an unstipulated favor will be 
reciprocated. It was discussed that Blau’s view of social exchange is forward looking. The 
forward looking view of SET posits that a person anticipates reward as benefits and engages in 
actions that increases their benefits and minimizes cost (Cook & Rice, 2006; Molm, Takashashi, 
& Peterson, 2000).  
Application of social exchange theory in the workplace. The literature has cited 
different examples that use social exchange as their theoretical foundation. It has been argued that 
a person can be engaged in different social exchange relationships in their workplace. In the 
workplace, the social exchange relationship can be experienced with supervisors (Ahmed, 
Khairuzzaman, Mohamad, & Musarrat, 2013), coworkers (Deckop, Cirka, & Andersson, 2003), 
customers, suppliers (Sheth, 1996), and employing organizations (Erhardt et al., 2011). In terms 
of organization, the main premise of SET is that individuals and organizations enter into a 
relationship to maximize their benefits (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1974). The literature established 
that this relationship is often initiated by the organization by creating a series of favorable 
opportunities that provide a signal to the employees about how much they are valued. It is 
important to state that there are unspecified obligations for the stakeholders to reciprocate this 
relationship. However, employees who received the valued resources reciprocate these favors by 
exhibiting positive work-related attitudes and behaviors.  
Whitener (2001) adopted SET as a theoretical framework to understand the relationship 
among perceived organizational support (a construct rooted in SET), trust in management, and 
employees’ organizational commitment. The study used data from 1689 employees from 180 
credit unions. The study also explored whether employees’ perception of HRM practices 
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moderates the relationship among perceived organizational support (POS), trust in management, 
and employees’ organizational commitment. The results of the study showed a positive 
relationship among POS, trust in management, and organizational commitment. In terms of 
moderating effects, the equity of rewards moderates the relationship between POS and 
organizational commitment, and perception of development appraisals moderates the relationship 
between POS and trust in management. The relationship between POS and organizational 
commitment is stronger when organizations have high internal equity of rewards, and the 
relationship between POS and trust in management was stronger when organizations have 
conduct development appraisals. 
Similarly drawing on SET, Alfes, Shantz, Truss, and Soane (2013) also explored the 
relationship among HRM practices, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and turnover. The 
study collected data from 297 employees in a service sector organization in the UK. The results 
showed that HRM practices positively relate to OCB and negatively relate to turnover. The study 
identified training, promotion, performance feedback and appraisal, information sharing, 
involvement in decision making, career management, communication, and teamwork as HRM 
practices. The study also found the relation between HRM practices, OCB, and turnover are 
moderated by perceived organizational support (POS) and leader-member exchange (LMX). The 
study concluded that even in the presence of HRM practices, employees are looking for 
organizational and supervisory support to exhibit OCB.  
Accordingly, scholars have utilized SET to explain the relationship of HRD-related 
activities and work related attitudes (Ismail, 2016; Newman et al., 2011). Ismail (2016) explored 
the relationship between training perception and employees’ organizational commitment in 
multiple firms in Lebanon. Drawing on SET, the study explored to what extent training 
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opportunities relate to employees’ organizational commitment. The study also explored the 
moderating effects of goal orientation on the relationship between training opportunities and 
employees’ organizational commitment. The data was collected from 124 employees from 
multiple firms who enrolled in (attended) the administrative management training program at a 
training institution in Lebanon. The results showed that training positively relates (b = .224, 
t(106) = 2.63, p < .005) to employees’ organizational commitment. After controlling for 
demographic variables, the model explained 23.9% of the total variance in organizational 
commitment. The moderator analysis found that learning goal orientation moderated (b = .19, 
t(99) = 2.125, p < .05) the relationship between training and employees’ commitment. However, 
the moderating effect of performance goal-orientation on the above relationship is not found to be 
as significant. The study concluded that training opportunities influence employees’ decision to 
remain with their organization; most importantly, trainees’ characteristics played an important 
role in the strength of this relationship. In this case, people with high learning goal orientation 
valued training opportunities more than those with lower learning goal orientation.  
SET has been described as the most influential theoretical framework to explain 
workplace behavior. SET operates as an interdependent reciprocity-based system. The basic tenet 
of SET is that behavior can be explained through reciprocal interdependence. According to 
reciprocal interdependence, the action of one party is contingent on the action of another party. In 
the workplace, it means that employees’ actions are dependent on the response of their employer. 
If an employer provides benefits to the employees, the employees will respond with actions that 
will be beneficial to the organization. As is clear with the studies presented above, support related 
to HR practices such as equity of rewards, information sharing, performance feedback, 
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information sharing, and training is considered by employees as a signal of care and being valued, 
which they reciprocate with favorable attitudes such as OCB and organizational commitment. 
Integrating social exchange theory in this study. On similar lines, this study proposes 
that training opportunities, supervisors’ support for training, peer support for training, and 
opportunities to use training are some of the actions that are initiated by organizations (or become 
possible from organizational support) that employees will reciprocate by exhibiting high levels of 
organizational commitment. Past studies cited that training opportunities along with provision of 
transfer climate have been regarded as a social exchange between employers and employees 
(Maurer et al., 2002; Shore et al., 2006). Shore et al. (2006) stated that training investment is 
regarded as a social exchange that gives a signal of care to the employees, which initiates a sense 
of obligation. The training literature also established that provision of transfer climate is also 
considered considered a support in training transfer (Peters et al., 2014). One conceptualization of 
transfer climate provided by Holton et al. (2000) is the work environment factors that affect 
transfer; i.e., supervisory support for training, peer support for training, and opportunity to use 
training. Several studies in the past found that supervisory support for training (Ahmad & Bakar, 
2003; Bulut & Calha, 2010) and peer support (Bartlett, 2001) influence organizational 
commitment. Following the above reasoning, this study proposes that training opportunities along 
with supervisors’ support for training, peer support for training, and opportunities to practice will 
be regarded as organizational favors that employees will reciprocate by exhibiting organizational 
commitment. 
  Training opportunities. Past studies found that employees’ perceptions regarding training 
opportunities influence their perception of the whole training program (Bartlett, 2001). The 
literature found that the mere presence of training opportunities creates a feeling of obligation in 
 54  
 
employees, which they reciprocate in favorable work-related attitudes (Chaudari & Bartlett, 2014; 
Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2008). Bulut and Culha (2010) hypothesized that training-related variables 
such as access to training, motivation to train, supervisory support for training, and benefits of 
training related to employees’ organizational commitment. The data was collected from 298 
employees working in the hotel industry. The results of the study were significant (F = 27.46; p < 
.001) and showed a 27.3% variance in organizational commitment. The results also showed that 
all of the variables positively relate to organizational commitment. Access to training was found 
to be a significant predictor of organizational commitment (b = .15; p < .05). Similarly, training 
opportunities are found to positively relate to task performance and organizational citizenship 
behavior (OCB) (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2008). It is further suggested that employees feel satisfied in 
their jobs when they know that organization-provided training will help them to perform better in 
their jobs. Studies have noted that employees are reluctant to leave organizations that provide 
them with training and development opportunities (Bartlett, 2001; Chaudari & Bartlett, 2014; 
Newman et al., 2011). Others noted that when an organization invests in training opportunities, 
employees perceive that as care and reciprocate these actions by becoming more committed to 
their organization (Ismail, 2016). This study proposes that employees’ perception of equal 
training opportunities affects their perception of psychological contract fulfillment. The 
employees feel obligated to reciprocate this favor by exhibiting organizational commitment. 
Therefore, this study hypothesizes:  
H1: Training opportunities will be positively related to employees’ organizational commitment.  
Supervisory support for training. Supervisory support for training is related to every 
aspect of the training process because of supervisors’ influence on trainees’ behaviors (Salas et 
al,, 2012). Tian et al. (2016) in their of study 768 Chinese retail employees postulates that 
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supervisory support for training and peer support for training will be positively related to task 
performance and organizational citizenship behavior. The result showed that supervisory support 
for training was positively related to task performance (β = .23, p < .001) and OCB (β = .22, p < 
.001). Similarly, peer support for training was found to be significantly and positively associated 
with task performance (β = .17, p < .001) and OCB (β = .23, p < .001). The study concluded that 
supervisory and peer support relates to positive transfer. This support can be a resource of 
exchange for employees’ loyalty and commitment. 
The literature established that employees always consider supervisors as the face of the 
organization; therefore, supervisory support is reciprocated in the same way as organizational 
support. Motivation to transfer, an important construct in training literature, is found to be related 
to supervisory support for training (Chiaburu et al., 2010). Supervisory support shows 
supervisors’ care and concern towards their subordinates. For example, supervisory support in 
terms of motivating the employees to attend the training program shows supervisors’ concern for 
their subordinates’ future. Similarly, supervisors’ feedback is considered important when the 
employees are transferring the learned skills back to the workplace.  
The literature stated that supervisory support is often perceived as organizational support 
that employees reciprocate by exhibiting organizational commitment (Chaudari & Bartlett, 2014). 
Past studies have found that supervisory support for training positively relates to organizational 
commitment (Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & Kang, 2004). Therefore, this study hypothesizes: 
H2: Supervisory support for training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
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Peer support for training. Peer support is considered to influence employees’ training 
motivation (Grossman & Salas, 2011; Martin, 2010). For example, even the low performers are 
motivated to transfer the skills back to the workplace if they are provided with peer support (Lee, 
Lee, Lee, & Park, 2014; Simosi, 2012). While investigating the effects of proximal factors in 
training transfer, Martin (2010) noted that trainees with greater peer support performed better, 
even in unfavorable workplace climates. In a recent study, Tian et al. (2016) found that peer 
support for training is related to increased task performance and organizational citizenship 
behavior that further relates to employees' turnover intention. In the past, the researchers 
supported the view that peer support for training is related to employees’ organizational 
commitment (Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & Kang, 2004). Bartlett (2001) found a positive relationship  
(r = .43, p < .001) between peers’ support of training and employees’ organizational commitment. 
Simosi (2012) considered peer support to be a form of emotional support that helps the trainees to 
remain motivated during the training program. It was found that trainees reciprocate this 
relationship by transferring the learned behavior in the workplace and by exhibiting OCB. This 
study hypothesizes that if peer support for training is provided, employees will reciprocate this by 
exhibiting work-related attitudes such as organizational commitment. Therefore, this study 
hypothesizes: 
H3: Peer support for training will be positively related to employees’ organizational commitment. 
Opportunity to use training. It is constantly maintained that learning that takes place in 
the training environment is not sufficient until it is applied in organizational settings. Workplace 
constraints have gained sufficient attention in training transfer literature. Studies have reported 
that the true transfer happens when trainees have opportunities to perform the learned behavior in 
workplace settings (Chauhan, Ghosh, Rai, & Shukla, 2016; Lim & Johnson, 2002). This construct 
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is known as “opportunity to perform” or “opportunity to use” in the training transfer literature. 
Opportunity to use training is defined as “the extent to which a trainee is provided with or actively 
obtains work experiences relevant to the tasks for which he or she was trained” (Ford et al., 1992, 
p. 512). Opportunity to use training must be understood from a multidimensional perspective, 
such as (a) breadth, (b) activity level, and (c) the type of tasks performed. The training literature 
established the relationship between an opportunity to perform, motivation to transfer, and 
training transfer (Holton et al., 2003; Kirwan & Birchall, 2006). 
Organizational support in terms of lowering the workload in the pre-training phase helped 
to increase employees’ motivation to attend and learn in the training program. Similarly, lowering 
the workload after the training program gives employees the opportunity to perform the learned 
skills. Recent studies support that opportunity to use is related to social support (Chauhan et al., 
2016), trainees’ self-efficacy, and job satisfaction (Zumrah & Boyle, 2015). This study proposes 
that if the employees have been provided with the opportunity to use the training by lowering 
barriers, it will help them in training transfer. Once the employees feel satisfied with their job 
performance and receive positive feedback, they reciprocate this favor by remaining with their 
organization. Therefore, this study hypothesizes: 
H4: Opportunity to use training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
Mediating role of training transfer. Training transfer refers to the consistent application 
of knowledge and skills acquired during the training program in the workplace (Blume et al., 
2010). The merits and demerits of a training program are often judged by how the transfer of 
training happens (Saks & Burke, 2012). The relationship between supervisory support and peer 
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support in transfer has already established in the literature (Grossman & Salas, 2011). Past studies 
found that supervisory support and peer support either directly or indirectly influence training 
transfer (Alvelos et al., 2015; Schindler & Burkholder, 2014). A recent study found that both 
supervisory support and peer support influence training transfer through employees’ motivation to 
improve work through learning (MIWTL) (Alvelos et al., 2015). The studies also found support 
that both supervisory support for training along with peer support influences training transfer 
(Cromwell & Kolb, 2004; Simosi, 2012). Cromwell and Kolb (2004) in their study found that 
supervisory support (r =.61, p < .001) along with peer support positively relates to training 
transfer (r =.60, p < .001). Simosi (2012) in a study of 251 service employees found that peer 
support for training, supervisory support for training, and organizational support accounted for 39 
percent of variance in training transfer. The regression analysis found that all organizational 
support (β = .38, p < .001), supervisory support (β = .22, p < .001) and peer support (β = .21, p < 
.001) are significant predictors of training transfer. The literature is found to be interested in the 
mediation role of training transfer. It is considered worth investigating as it provides detailed 
causal mechanisms for the underlying association between interesting variables (Shrout & Bolger, 
2002). For example, training transfer has been found to mediate the relationship between peer 
support for training and employees’ performance at work (Peters et al., 2014). Similarly, Ma and 
Chang (2013) found that training transfer mediates the relationship between training motivation 
and organizational commitment, transfer motivation and job performance, as well as transfer 
motivation and organizational commitment. Along similar lines, this study proposes that work 
environment support variables can influence employees’ organizational commitment through 
training transfer. The transfer of training will be considered the fulfillment of the psychological 
contract (as it improves trainees’ job performance), and employees reciprocate this gesture by 
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exhibiting positive emotions or attitudes such as organizational commitment (Chambel & 
Castanheira, 2012). Therefore, this study hypothesizes: 
H5: Training transfer mediates the relationship between work environment support for training 
variables and employees’ organizational commitment. 
Moderating role of trainee characteristics. Trainee characteristics are considered an 
important set of factors that relate to training transfer (Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Hutchins & 
Burke, 2008). Most of these studies have explored how trainee characteristics directly influence 
training transfer. There is scarcity in the literature of studies that examine the moderating effects 
of trainees’ characteristics on training transfer. For example, there is some evidence in the past 
that individual difference variables can moderate the relationship between training and 
organizational commitment (Yang, Sanders, & Bumatay, 2012), but not many studies have 
explored this. Therefore, this study is unique in that it explores whether trainee characteristics 
moderate the relationship between work environment variables and organizational commitment. 
The review of the literature showed that many trainee characteristics could impact training 
transfer, but this study only will only discuss factors that have consistently shown to influence 
training transfer; i.e., training self-efficacy, training motivation, perceived utility of training, and 
training retention (Grossman & Salas, 2011).  
Training self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is deeply rooted in social cognitive theory and defined 
as “the extent of ones' belief in his/her abilities to achieve the task or goal” (Chiaburu & 
Marinova, 2005, p. 113). An individual with strong self-efficacy will be much more tolerant 
during difficult times and capable of working well in challenging situations. The literature 
supports that trainees with higher self-efficacy are expected to have higher training success and 
the ability to transfer those skills in the workplace (Bausch, Michel, & Sonntag, 2014). 
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Esfandagheh, Harris, and Oreyzi (2012) established a link between extroverts, self-
efficacy, and training transfer. The findings showed that employees’ level of training self-efficacy 
is positively related to employees’ training satisfaction and learning. Accordingly, self-efficacy of 
trainees is found to moderate the relationship between training-related variables and training 
outcomes. For example, it is believed that self-efficacy alone is not so important for training 
transfer; rather, it is the interaction with the context that helps self-efficacy to influence training 
transfer (Sookhai & Budworth, 2010). Simosi (2012) found the moderating effects of training 
self-efficacy on the relationship between organizational culture and training transfer. It is further 
stated that employees with higher self-efficacy are confident about the training. The review of the 
literature showed that self-efficacy for training has been related to training motivation and other 
training-related outcomes that are considered important for training transfer (Bausch et al., 2014). 
This study proposes that trainees who possess a higher level of training self-efficacy are more 
likely to moderate the relationship between work environment variables and organizational 
commitment. Therefore, this study hypothesizes: 
H6a: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training self-efficacy. 
Training motivation. Training motivation draws significant attention in training literature 
because of its influence on the whole training process (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008; Noe & 
Schmitt, 1986). Training motivation is considered important to the whole training process and is 
significantly related to training outcomes (Bartlett, 2001). Training motivation can moderate the 
relationship between other training variables at any stage of the training process. For example, it 
is stated that training motivation influences employees’ decision to attend the training and further 
performing (learning) in the program (Bartlett, 2001; Bulut & Culha, 2010). Similarly, it was 
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found that training motivation can be thought of as a force that influences the individual to attend 
the training programs and achieve mastery in these programs (Noe & Wilk, 1993). If the trainees 
are not motivated enough, they may attend the training program but may not transfer the training 
to the workplace. In this case, training motivation can moderate the relationship between training 
attendance and training transfer.  
Accordingly, once employees are motivated to attend training, it will help them to increase 
their job performance (Ma & Chang, 2013). Similarly, a recent study found that training 
motivation is related to work environment-related variables such as supervisory support, peer 
support, and opportunity to perform (Massenberg et al., 2016). The study concluded that training 
professionals should be aware of the importance of training motivation as it is influenced by both 
work environment-related variables and individual characteristics. The past studies also found 
that work environment support is related to knowledge acquisition and applied knowledge via 
training motivation (Tracey, Hinkin, Tannenbaum, & Mathieu, 2001). 
Employees want to remain with the organization if they are able to transfer the knowledge 
and skills to the workplace. Studies in training literature support the notion that training 
motivation influences organizational commitment (Ahmad & Bakar, 2003; Bartlett, 2001; Ma & 
Chang, 2013). Bulut and Culha (2010) stated that organizations should take concrete steps to 
increase employees’ training motivation, as they will exert more effort to learn and exhibit 
organizational commitment. Therefore, by reviewing the literature, it is expected that the 
relationship between work environment support variables and organizational commitment will 
depend on the existence of training motivation. Therefore, this study hypothesizes:  
 62  
 
H6b: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training motivation. 
Perceived utility of training. The perceived utility of training is considered an important 
construct because of its influence on pre-training and post-training variables. Burke and Hutchins 
(2007) argued that training utility depends on the trainees’ recognition of the need for training and 
their evaluation that the training is the solution to their performance problems. Past studies have 
documented that perceived utility of training is related to attending a training program (Burke & 
Hutchins, 2007), training satisfaction, motivation to learn, training performance, and motivation 
to transfer (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008). Other studies claimed that utility of the training program 
is significantly related to transfer motivation (Liebermann & Hoffmann, 2008; Ruona et al., 
2002). The organization’s communication of the true utility and value of training helps employees 
in making decisions to attend them.  
The utility of training is also related to training transfer. It is argued that training utility is 
often judged by its relevance to the job (Burke & Hutchins, 2007). When employees perceive that 
attending the training program will help in improving job performance, they are motivated to 
learn and apply the learned material to the workplace. Past studies also supported the notion that 
if the content of the training is similar to the actual job, where employees feel that they can 
improve their job performance once they attend the training, the transfer can be maximized 
(Bhatti & Kaur, 2010; Bhatti, Ali, Isa, & Battour, 2013). The training transfer literature suggests 
that two factors contribute to less transfer: when employees are not getting work environment 
support to apply the learned content to the workplace and when the training is not related to the 
actual job (Bhatti et al., 2013; Garavaglia, 1993).  
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Chaudhuri and Bartlett (2014) recently found that the usefulness and relevance of a 
training program influence employees’ organizational commitment. The study concluded that 
when employees believe that the organizational training is highly relevant to their jobs' 
characteristics, they feel more committed to their organizations. This commitment reciprocates 
the favor provided by the organization in designing relevant training that will help them improve 
their job performance.  
Accordingly, the employees are more motivated to attend the training when it fulfills their 
personal and professional development. Liebermann and Hoffmann (2008) believed that when the 
practical relevance of training exceeds the trainees’ expectations, they will be more satisfied with 
the training and eventually transfer. Similarly, when the training professionals highlighted the 
practical relevance of the training content, the trainees can easily evaluate the connection between 
the training content and job requirements (Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014; 
Garavaglia, 1993). They can then apply the knowledge back to the workplace and remain 
committed to their organization. After reviewing literature that supports the relationship of 
perceived utility of training to organizational commitment, this study hypothesizes:   
H6c: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by perceived utility of training. 
Training retention. Training retention is always considered significant in training transfer 
literature (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Bhatti, Battour, Sundram, & Othman, 2013). Training retention 
is defined as “the degree to which the trainees retain the content of the training” (p. 285). Velada 
et al. (2007) suggested that training retention is the same as the cognitive ability of trainees, as 
discussed in earlier training literature (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Noe & Schmit, 1986). Ford (2009) 
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argued that involving learners in the pre-training process helps them to understand the training 
materials and eventually retain them.  
The literature supports the notion that training retention is significantly related to training 
transfer and an opportunity for training transfer will lead to training success (Salas et al., 2012). 
The role of organizational support is always considered important in terms of enhancing training 
retention. The availability of transfer climate (including supervisor and peer support) is 
considered important in terms of transferring the retained content to the job (Alvelos et al., 2015). 
The training design also helps trainees to retain the content of the training. The case studies, 
demonstrations, and experiential activities are found to help in retaining the content of the training 
program.  
Training retention is also influenced by training rewards such as praise and recognition 
from peers and supervisors, which is similar to work environment support (Bhatti et al., 2013). 
Similarly, transfer design in which trainees encountered situations similar to their workplace 
helped the trainees to retain the training content (Alvelos et al., 2015). This suggests that training 
retention should always be considered important and organizations can play an important role in 
making sure that trainees retain the content. Organizational assistance in terms of supervisor and 
peer support, along with an opportunity to perform, helped in retaining the content. Once the 
training is transferred to the workplace, the employees will be able to improve their job 
performance and will be more committed to their organization. From reviewing the literature, it 
can be argued that even in the presence of work environment support, training retention is the 
most important variable in influencing employees' organizational commitment. Therefore, this 
study hypothesizes:  
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H6d: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training retention. 
Summary  
This chapter reviewed the literature on organizational commitment and training. For 
organizational commitment, various definitions and concepts along with antecedents and 
consequences of organizational commitment were discussed. For training, the literature regarding 
training outcomes, training evaluation and training transfer were reviewed. The relevant literature 
based on the theoretical framework for this study was reviewed. The hypothesized relationship 
among work environment support (WES), training transfer, trainees’ characteristics, and 











This chapter presents the methods that were used in this study. This chapter is divided into 
the following sections. The first section will present the research design of the study. The second 
section will provide information about the population and sample. The third section introduces the 
measures and instruments used along with reliability and validity measures of the instruments. 
The fourth section will detail the data collection procedure. Finally, the last section includes the 
procedure for data analysis.  
Research Design 
This study utilized quantitative research design and was conducted using an online survey 
to explore the relationship between the variables. First, this study explored whether there exists a 
relationship between work environment variables represented by training opportunities, 
supervisory support for training, peer support for training, opportunity for use and organizational 
commitment. Second, the study explored whether training transfer mediates the relationship 
between work environment support variables and organizational commitment. Finally, this study 
explored the moderating effect of individual characteristics on the relationship between work 
environment support variables and organizational commitment.  
The following hypotheses guided this study:  
H1: Training opportunities will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment.  
H2: Supervisory support for training will be positively related to employees’ 
organizational commitment. 
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H3: Peer support for training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
H4: Opportunity to use will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
H5: Training transfer mediates the relationship between work environment support for 
training variables and employees’ organizational commitment. 
H6a: The relationship between work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training self-efficacy. 
H6b: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training motivation 
H6c: The relationship between all work environment support variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment will be moderated by perceived utility of training. 
H6d: The relationship between all work environment support variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment will be moderated by training retention.  
Table 2 
Questions and Corresponding Hypotheses  
Research questions  Hypothesis 
Q1: What is the relationship between 
work environment support for 
training and employees’ 
organizational commitment?  
H1: Training opportunities will be positively related to 
employees’ organizational commitment.  
H2: Supervisory support for training will be positively 
related to employees’ organizational commitment. 
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Table 2 Continued  
Research questions  Hypothesis 
Q1: What is the relationship between 
work environment support for 
training and employees’ 
organizational commitment? 
H3: Peer support for training will be positively related to 
employees’ organizational commitment. 
H4: Opportunity to use training will be positively related to 
employees’ organizational commitment. 
  
Q2: What is the mediating effect of 
training transfer on the relationship 
between work environment support 
training and employees’ 
organizational commitment? 
H5: Training transfer mediates the relationship between 
work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment. 
  
Q3: What are the moderating effects 
of trainees’ characteristics on the 
relationship between work 
environment support for training and 
employees’ organizational 
commitment? 
H6a: The relationship between all work environment support 
variables and employees’ organizational commitment will be 
moderated by training self-efficacy. 
H6b: The relationship between all work environment 
support variables and employees’ organizational 
commitment will be moderated by training motivation. 
H6c: The relationship between all work environment support 
variables and employees’ organizational commitment will be 
moderated by perceived utility of training. 
H6d: The relationship between all work environment 
support variables and employees’ organizational 
commitment will be moderated by training retention. 
  
 
The quantitative data was collected from the participants through the instruments derived 
for training opportunities (Castanheira & Chambel, 2010), supervisory support for training 
(Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000), peer support for training (Holton et al., 2000), opportunity for 
use (Holton et al., 2000), training transfer (Xiao, 1996), training self-efficacy (Guthrie & 
Schwoerer, 1994), training motivation (Newman et al., 2011), perceived utility of training 
(Narayan & Johnson, 2007), training retention (Velada et al., 2007) and their level of attachment 
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as measured by their organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). The multiple regression 
analysis, a technique that allows for the investigation of the relationship between multiple 
independent variables and dependent variables, used to answer the research questions (Gall, Borg, 
& Gall, 2007). 
Research Setting and Participants  
The organizational setting for this study is the banking sector of Pakistan. The rationale 
for selecting a banking sector was based on the following reasons. First, as discussed, Pakistan's 
banking sector is a rapidly growing sector. Second, to meet this pace, the banking sectors are 
undergoing certain changes. These changes include structural reforms, technological 
restructuring, human resources training and development, and mergers and acquisitions (Bodla & 
Hussain, 2010). Third, banks are competing with each other in the areas of service quality, 
corporate image, and customer satisfaction (Mohsan, Nawaz, Khan, Shaukat, & Aslam, 2011). 
Due to the arrival of new products and services, there is a need to train employees in the areas of 
domestic banking operations, credit & finance, international trade, risk management, service & 
attitude, and management & communication (Chaudhary, 2013; Zakaria, 2013). Fourth, bank 
employees are expected to increase their customer base along with performing the day-to-day 
operations, leading to employee turnover (Hunjra, Chani, Aslam, Azam, & Rehman, 2010). 
The study planned to target top five banks in Pakistan. According to the reports, these  
banks were featured in the Top 1000 World Banks (Assets, 2017). It is also cited that these five 
banks control more than 75% of the banking operations in Pakistan (KPMG, 2017). This study 
purposely did not target a public sector bank of Pakistan. Due to bureaucratic requirements that 
need to be fulfilled it is consider appropriate to restrict the scope of this study to private banks. 
The workforce in the banking sector does not belong to the particular area where they are located. 
 70  
 
The banks consist of branch managers and subordinates that represent different cultures and 
regions, irrespective of their gender. So, the respondents/participants for this study were selected 
irrespective of their culture, region, or gender. Previous research noted that an organization that 
has more than 100 employees or more offers various training and development programs for their 
employees (Ahmad & Bakar, 2003; Brown, 1990). Therefore, the banks with more than 100 
employees were targeted for this study (see Table 3).  
It was noted that before privatization (change), very limited training opportunities were 
available to the employees (Zakaria, 2013). However, after privatization, training was considered 
important to sustain in this competitive sector. As mentioned earlier that these banks have 
occupied the biggest banking market share, the investment in training and development is 
contributing to their success. It was noted that the banks invested heavily in both functional and 
managerial training to enhance employees’ performance (Zakaria, 2013). For this purpose, the HR 
department takes a lead and designed the trainings that are strategically aligned with the banks’ 
mission and vision. It was also found that increased competition resulted in greater mobility 
between these banks, which made training and development as an integral retention strategy. The 
training was formalized through the preparation of annual training calendar to meet short term and 
long term expectations. In all of these banks, a separate budget was allocated to training and 
development related activities and consequently shown in annual reports. It was further reported 
that training accounts for 5-10% of employee appraisal based on which increments are 
determined. (Obaid, 2013)   
The banks’ reports noted that these banks offer several training and career development 
opportunities round the year (see below). The training can be both formal and informal in nature 
(Zakaria, 2013). It was further cited that formalized training consists of function specific training, 
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management related training, and leadership development training etc. The training of 
management trainee officers (MTO) are also considered as formal in nature. The formal training 
are mostly carried out in training centers. There are some training that are much more informal in 
nature. These types of training mostly includes on-the-job training and often conducted by line 
managers.  
The participants were recruited from the positions of entry-level employees, assistant 
managers, unit managers, and branch managers. The minimum qualification in the banking sector 
is an undergraduate degree with English as a major subject, so respondents are not expected to 
have problems responding to the survey questions. Participation is strictly voluntary. The 
following paragraphs describe each of the banks in more detail.  
Bank A. Bank A is considered to be the first commercial bank of Pakistan, with its 
operations beginning even before the creation of Pakistan. After 1947, the banking operations 
shifted to Pakistan and experienced major growth. However, Bank A was nationalized in the 
1970s. In 2004, Bank A became privatized. Since then the bank had been reporting a constant 
profit. Bank A has a presence on both the national and international levels. As of 2016, the bank 
has a presence in over 25 countries across four continents, including 1,500 branches in Pakistan 
and 55 branches worldwide. The bank attributed its success to the talent of its people. The bank 
employs more than 14,000 employees (Bank A, 2016). A new talent and diversity function has 
been created to encourage women’s participation, especially in the higher-level positions and 
leadership roles. The internship and management trainee programs are the two major initiatives 
that enable employees’ recruitment and training. The training workshops are mostly for the day-
to-day job-related tasks. In 2016, Bank A reported a 35% increase in their training hours (Bank A, 
2016). 
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Bank B. Bank B started its operations in the early 1960s. Within six months, the bank had 
branches in six major cities of Pakistan. Bank B is the second-largest private sector bank in 
Pakistan. The bank has always been a front-runner, whether it is about introducing new products 
or introducing new ways of banking. In the early 1970s, Bank B launched its three online 
branches. With around 1,400 branches, the bank has a customer base of four million customers. 
Apart from Pakistan, Bank B has branches in four continents, with a presence in the Middle East, 
United States, and China. The bank also owns a subsidiary in the United Kingdom, with major 
branches in five major cities. With over 15,000 employees, Bank B considers employees to be 
their greatest assets. The management trainee program and retail branch officers’ program are the 
two major programs. These programs aim to strengthen the employees’ abilities to work 
independently in a fully functional branch and later assume leadership roles (Bank B, 2016).   
Bank C. Bank C was established in 1947 and is considered one of the leading banks in 
Pakistan. In the 1970s, Bank C was also nationalized as part of Pakistan’s economic reforms. 
However, it was privatized during the first wave of privatization. Since then the bank has 
experienced tremendous growth. It has a significant market share in the banking industry with 
more than 14,000 employees and around 1,200 branches. The bank has won several awards, 
including Best Bank in Pakistan (Bank C, 2016). Bank C has a mission of hiring professionals 
and creating training schemes for them. The bank believes in uniqueness, diversity, and nurturing 
talents. The bank has several entry-level programs, such as a trainee business officer program, a 
management trainee program, and a summer internship program. In 2016, the bank focused its 
attention on training its workforce in the areas of regulatory changes, operations training, and 
compliance training. The branch managers' and operation management training programs run 
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parallel to each other. In 2016, more than 248,000 hours were spent on training and development-
related activities (Bank C, 2016).  
Bank D. Bank D was established in the early 1940s as the first Muslim bank prior to the 
existence of Pakistan. The bank played an important role in supporting many businesses before 
and after the independence of Pakistan. Just after independence, the bank opened branches in 
eight major cities in Pakistan. In 1963, the numbers went up to 29 branches all over Pakistan. 
However, during the nationalized era (1974-1991), the bank had shown slow but steady growth. 
At the end of 1991, the bank had 745 branches all over Pakistan. 
In 1991, the bank was privatized and since then has shown rapid growth. Currently, the 
bank has a considerable market capture with 1,150 branches and the same number of ATMs 
(Bank D, 2016). The bank employs approximately 7800 employees (Bank D, 2016).  
Bank D considers its employees the key to its success and long-term growth. The bank 
makes every effort to develop its employees' knowledge and opportunities for growth. For rapid 
and sustainable growth, Bank D is committed to investing in their employees through various 
training and development programs. In 2016, specialized in-house training was conducted for the 
current and newly recruited employees. The training programs focused on banking operations, 
compliance procedures, credit and loans, and areas related to Islamic banking. International 
training programs were also arranged for the middle- to senior-level management. These 
programs and other learning opportunities are part of Bank D’s mission to become an “Employer 
of Choice” (Bank D, 2016). 
Bank E. Bank E started its operations in 1997 as a bank privately owned by an Abu Dhabi 
group. The bank has a network of around 650 branches in 200 cities in Pakistan and is considered 
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the sixth largest bank in Pakistan. The bank also has an international presence in Afghanistan, 
Bangladesh, Bahrain, and a representative office in the UAE. At the end of 2016, the bank 
reported an annual profit of 13 billion (Pakistan Rupees) with a growth rate of 13%, compared 
with the industry growth rate of 10%. Employee development-related activities are at the heart of 
Bank E. The bank has a branch outreach program where the senior human resource (HR) manager 
visits the branch to evaluate the employee development environment. Bank E is making an effort 
to develop a high-performance climate and spends significant amounts of money on employees’ 
training and development activities. The bank is also collaborating with the top higher education 
institutions in Pakistan in a certificate program to train their employees in the areas of customer 
services and Islamic banking. In 2016, an estimated 1,138 content-rich learning opportunities 
spanning more than 1,805 training days were extended to employees at all levels (Bank E, 2016). 
Table 3 
Bank Comparison 
 Bank A Bank B Bank C Bank D Bank E 
Total Assets* 2,507,182 1,661,742 1,076,690 1,071,044 919,443 
Net Assets* 196,269 163,729 145,960 101,815 60,925 
Earnings per share 23.23 22.70 19.82 12.84 4.92 
Market Capitalization* 400,817 292,457 264,701 136,504 60,554 
Number of branches  1500 1400 1400 1150 650 
Number of employees 14,000 15,000 14,000 7785 N/A 
Type  Private Private Private Private Private 
Religious Affiliation  No No No No No 
Training Budget allocation  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Table 3 Continued  
 Bank A Bank B Bank C Bank D Bank E 
General banking training Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Mandatory training for new 
hire 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Management Trainee 
Program  
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Performance based 
increments 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
*Rupees in millions      
 
Instrumentation 
This section describe the instruments that were used to explore the relationship between 
training and organizational commitment. The online survey questionnaire (Appendix E2) 
designed to measure the variables of interest. This study utilized previously developed and cross-
culturally validated instruments. To avoid response bias, the reverse score items were included in 
survey items. Moreover, the survey items were presented with in random arrangement to control 
the response style bias. The following instruments were used to measure variables of interest.  
Training opportunities. Training opportunities was measured by a three-item scale 
developed by Sun, Aryee and Law (2007). Training opportunities was measured on a five-point 
Likert scale anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree. An example of this item: 
“Extensive training programs are provided to individuals in customer contact or front-line jobs.”. 
In the past, several studies have used this scale to measure training opportunities (Sun et al. , 
2007; Arefin, Arif, & Raquib, 2015). The scale was reported to be reliable and valid with an 
internal consistency of .79 (Arefin et al., 2015).  
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Supervisory support for training. Supervisory support for training is considered 
important because it influences employees’ participation in training-related activities (Bartlett, 
2001; Noe & Wilk, 1993). Supervisory support for training was measured on a five-point Likert 
scale anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree by the six-item scale developed by 
Holton et al. (2002). An example of the included items is: “My supervisor meets with me to 
discuss ways to apply training on the job”. The scale is a part of Learning Transfer System 
Inventory (LTSI) (Holton et al., 2002). The LTSI is divided into specific and general constructs 
that are considered important for the transfer of training. There are several studies in the past that 
have used the aforementioned scale to measure supervisory support for training (Chauhan et al., 
2016; Velada et al. , 2007). The internal consistency of the scale has been reported with an 
internal consistency ranging from .82 (Chauhan et al., 2016) to .89 (Velada et al., 2007).  
Peer support for training. Peer support for training is considered important for training 
transfer. Past studies have found that peer support influences employees’ motivation to transfer 
(Massenberg et al., 2015) and skill transfer (Simosi, 2012). Peer support for training was 
measured on a five-point Likert scale anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree by the 
four-item scale adopted from Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) (Holton et al., 2002). 
An example of the items includes: “My colleagues appreciate my using new skills I have learned 
in training”. In the past, several studies have used the above-mentioned scale to measure peer 
support for training (Chauhan et al., 2016; Velada et al., 2007). The internal consistency of the 
scale has been reported as .74 (Chauhan et al., 2016).  
Training motivation. Learning attitudes have always gained sufficient attention in 
training literature because of their influence on training outcomes (Noe & Wilk, 1993; Yang et al, 
2012). Training motivation is considered an essential component throughout the training process 
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(Burke & Hutchins, 2007). Previous studies found that training motivation is related to pre-
training and post-training activities (Yang et al., 2012). Training motivation was measured on a 
five-point Likert scale anchored 1= strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree by the three-item scale 
developed by Noe and Schmitt (1986). Different versions of this instrument have been used in the 
past (Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & Kang, 2004; Newman et al., 2011). However, this study utilized 
the shorter version of this scale (three items) to measure training motivation. The overall 
reliability of this scale is reported as .87 (Newman et al., 2011).  
Training self-efficacy. Training self-efficacy is considered an important construct in 
training literature. Past studies have found that training self-efficacy has been related to training 
participation (Noe, 2010) and motivation to learn (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008). Training self-
efficacy was measured on a five-point Likert scale anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly 
agree by the six-item scale developed by Guthrie and Schwoerer (1994). The scale has been used 
in past studies with overall reliability reported as .84 (Schwoerer et al., 2005).  
Perceived utility of training. The employees are found to be interested in the training 
program that they think is relevant to their job. It has been suggested that employees feel more 
committed to their organization when they feel that the organization is designing relevant training 
programs (Ehrhardt et al., 2011). The perceived utility of training was measured on a five-point 
Likert scale anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree by the six-item scale from 
Narayan and Steele-Johnson (2007). The scale has been used in the past with the overall 
reliability reported as .90 (Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014).  
Training retention. Training retention is considered important in training transfer 
literature. It has been argued that trainees will not be able to transfer unless and until they have 
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retained the training content. Training retention was measured on a five-point Likert scale 
anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree by the three-item scale developed by Velada 
et al. (2007). An example of the items includes “I can easily say several things that I have learned 
in the training course”. The overall reliability of this scale was reported as .85 (Bhatti, Isa, & 
Battour, 2013).  
Opportunity to use training. Transfer depends on whether the trainees have the 
opportunity to transfer the training back to the workplace. Opportunity to use training was 
measured on a five-point Likert scale anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree by the 
four-item item scale adopted from Learning Transfer System Inventory (LTSI) (Holton et al., 
2002). A sample item is “I will have the things I need to be able to use this training”. Past studies 
using this scale reported the overall reliability as .78 (Zamani, Ataei, & Bates, 2016).  
Training transfer. Training transfer will be measured on a five-point Likert scale 
anchored 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree by the six-item scale developed by Xiao 
(1996). An example is “He/she can accomplish the job tasks better by using new knowledge, 
skills, and attitudes acquired from the training course”. In previous studies, this scale yielded a 
reliability of .83 (Scaduto et al., 2008).  
Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment was measured by using the 
three-component model of the organizational commitment scale (Meyer & Allen, 1997). The 
literature indicated that scholars did measure organizational commitment using a variety of 
measures in the past. However, no reliability and validity data has been offered for these measures 
(Grusky, 1966; Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; Kanter, 1968). The first formal organizational 
commitment questionnaire (OCQ) was developed in a study that aimed to explore the relationship 
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between employees’ attitudes, such as organizational commitment, and job satisfaction, and 
employees’ turnover (Porter et al., 1974). The 15-item questionnaire (OCQ) was developed to 
measure employees’ perceptions regarding their loyalty toward the organization, their willingness 
to exert effort to achieve organizational goals, and their acceptance of organizational values. The 
study reported that the internal consistency of the instrument as measured by coefficient alpha 
ranged from .82 to .93. Several authors argued that OCQ dominated the research in the area of 
organizational commitment from the mid-1970s to 1980s (Commeiras & Fournier, 2001). 
However, by the 1990s OCQ came under severe scrutiny and faced criticism because of the 
unidimensionality of the construct. Since the 1990s, organizational commitment has been widely 
recognized as a multidimensional construct (Jaros, Jermier, Koehler, & Sincich, 1993; Meyer & 
Allen, 1991). 
This criticism led to the development of the three-component model (TCM) survey that 
takes into account the multidimensional nature of organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 
1991). Meyer and Allen (1991) defined organizational commitment as a three-dimensional 
construct and argued that organizational commitment is not limited to value and goal congruence, 
but is a psychological state due to the desire, need, and obligation to be with the organization. 
They proposed that affective, continuance, and normative commitment are the three dimensions 
of organizational commitment.   
The organizational commitment scale, as it is also regarded as an affective, continuance, 
and normative commitment scale (ACNCS), consists of eight items each to measure the 
dimensions of affective, continuance, and normative commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991). The 
reliability of each scale (i.e., coefficient alpha) was as follows: ACS, .87; CCS, .75; NCS, .79. 
However, a shorter version of ACNCS (Meyer & Allen, 1997) with six items each was be used in 
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this study for increased discriminate validity (Bartlett, 2001; Meyer et al., 1993). The 18-item 
ACNCS is measured on a five-point Likert-type scale anchored by 1=strongly disagree and 
5=strongly agree. The affective commitment was measured by a six-item scale. An example from 
the affective commitment subscale is as follows: “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my 
career with this organization”. The continuance commitment was measured by a six-item scale. 
The sample item is as follows: “Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to 
leave my organization now”. The normative commitment will be measured by a six-item scale 
with a sample item as follows: “This organization deserves my loyalty”. The validity and 
reliability measures of this scale are acceptable and well documented. The internal consistencies 
for the affective, continuance, and normative domains were reported as .85, .72, and .73 
respectively in the original study (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 
Control variables. The online survey also collected demographic information such as 
gender, age, educational level, and position held. These four variables were employed as control 
variables in the study. The meta-analysis results showed that employees’ gender, age, education 
level, and position held (organizational tenure) influence employees’ organizational commitment 
(Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer et al., 2002). Meyer et al. (2002) found that age and position held 
(organizational tenure) correlated positively with all three components of organizational 
commitment.  
In their meta-analysis, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found that all employees’ age, gender, 
education level, and organizational tenure have an impact on employees’ organizational 
commitment. In the literature, several other scholars validated these results. For example, 
Labatmedienė, Endriulaitienė, and Gustainienė, (2007) found that there was a significant 
relationship among organizational commitment, age, and the level of education. However, 
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Finegold, Mohrman, and Spreitzer (2002) found that employees of all ages are committed to their 
organization as long as they are satisfied with the career development opportunities in their 
respective career stages. Rabla and Trianab (2013) found a negative relationship between 
perceived age discrimination and organizational commitment. The study concluded that older 
employees consider it as a stressor that reduced their affective commitment. Considering the 
evidence from the literature, demographic variables (i.e., age, gender, education level, and 
position held (organizational tenure, organization size)) were regarded as control variables. 
Data Collection 
This study utilized an online survey to collect responses. Although online survey 
methodology has been one of the most adopted methodologies for data collection, there are some 
studies that also discussed the drawbacks of this methodology. First, sampling problems are 
mostly associated with online data collection. For example, it is argued that little may be known 
regarding the characteristics of online survey users, aside from basic demographic information. 
This seems to be a threat to the validity of the data. However, this problem is commonly 
associated with what is termed as “surveying the public” (Couper, 2000); e.g., product’ s reviews 
and marketing campaigns. As mentioned earlier this study will only target employees that are 
working in Pakistan’s banking sector. Still, convenience sampling, targeted emails or referrals are 
some of the techniques that this study used. 
Second, low response rate is also an important issue discussed in the literature. Past 
studies noted that typical survey responses vary from 20% to 30% (Witmer et al., 1999). 
However, several techniques have been suggested in the literature to increase the response rate. It 
is stated that perceptions of the effort required to complete a survey may affect response rates 
(Crawford et al., 2001). For example, communicating how many minutes it will take to complete 
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a survey affects the response rate. Similarly, password-protected surveys usually garner a low 
response rate. It is also recommended that to increase the response rate, the researchers need to 
integrate both online and offline reminders. A study noted that the response rate could be 
increased as much as 70% by integrating online and offline reminders (Yun & Trumbo, 2000). 
Despite these downsides, an online survey is considered appropriate for this study. Online surveys 
are recommended in the literature when the variable of interest, such as employees’ perceptions 
and employees’ attitudes, cannot be directly observed (Conway & Lance, 2010; Schneider, 
Ashworth, Higgs, & Carr, 1996). The following are the reasons for using online surveys in the 
literature that favors them. Online surveys are considered efficient, easy to use, take less time to 
develop (time efficient), easy to administer (online), and cost-effective (Fowler, 2002). Another 
important reason for using an online survey is that it will ensure the inclusion of participants that 
are widely distributed geographically without sacrificing their anonymity (Dillman & Bowker, 
2001).  
The researcher took the verbal consent/permission of the personnel department to 
participate in the study through phone calls. The bank was informed regarding the nature of the 
research, research procedures, and the potential risks and benefits recommended by the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) of University of Illinois. After receiving their consent, the bank 
was considered a potential data collection site. In a second step, the researcher sent a formal email 
to the potential participants with a cover letter that explains the purpose of the research and the 
consenting process (Appendix C). Along with the invitation email, there is a description of the 
study, the benefits and risks, and a URL linked to the online survey. The participants will be 
clearly informed that their participation will be voluntary and anonymous and the data will be 
only used for research purposes. Participants will be informed that their responses will be 
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collected and maintained in a secured storage space with a passcode that is codified by secured 
numbers. The survey was active for fifteen weeks. To increase the online survey response rate, 
follow-up emails were sent to the participants at the end of the fourth and eighth weeks. The final 
notice was sent to the participants after the end of the fourteenth week. All emails were sent by 
the researcher. The responses were stored with the online survey provider, which were only be 
accessible to the researcher. After the data is collected the responses were transferred to a 
spreadsheet for analysis. 
Power analysis and sample size considerations. The study conducted an a priori power 
analysis. This study used the effect size cutoffs recommended by Cohen (1992). The statistical 
power of 90% (0.9) and level of significance (α=.05) is considered appropriate for regression 
analysis (Cohen, 1992). To determine the magnitude of the effect size for multiple regressions, 
Cohen (1992) suggested three categories: Small effect size (ES) (r= .02), medium ES (r= .15), and 
large ES (r= .35). This study selected the medium category of effect size (r=.15) for determining 
the appropriate sample size. To calculate the required sample size, the required values were 
entered in the G*power software. With a = .05 power = .95, f 2 = .15, and 15 predictors, the study 
obtained an a priori required sample size of 89 (see Appendix F). Green (1991) also offered a rule 
of thumb for multiple regressions by stating the minimum sample size as function of effect size as 
well as the number of predictors; i.e., N ≥104 + m, where m is the number of predictors. By using 
the above-mentioned rule, the minimum sample size would have been 119. However, this study 
has 334 completed datasets. For this purpose, this study targeted the banking employees working 
in Punjab province. Punjab, is the most populous province of Pakistan. According to the recent 
census, Punjab is home to over half of population of Pakistan. Punjab has the largest economy in 
Pakistan and thus contributing most to the national Gross Domestic Product (GDP). An important 
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consideration for an online survey is the response rate, which is recommended to be 20% to 25%. 
To get the desired response rate (20%) the survey was sent to 800 banking employees working in 
Punjab. Initially, the data collection was started from Bank B.  
Once the desired number of response was achieved, the data collection was stopped. 
However, initially int was planned that if that number was not achieved, the study will target 
Bank A for further data collection. Finally, this study collected 334 responses from Bank B (See 
Table 3). 
Pilot study.  The pilot study was conducted to validate instruments in the month of March 
2018. The participants of the pilot study were researcher’s personal contacts. For this purpose, 10 
participants who are  working in the Pakistan’s banking sector were contacted via email 
(Appendix B). The pilot survey was open for one week. The email clearly mentioned that 
participation in this pilot study is voluntary. Prior to the survey a consent letter was sent to the 
participants (Appendix D). The Survey Monkey was used to conduct the pilot study.  
After the completion of survey, two Skype meetings were arranged based on participants’ 
availability. The initial meeting helped in collecting the in-depth feedback from participants 
regarding the survey questions. The discussion topics included the wording of survey questions, 
whether or not the survey questions are easy to understand, and also the length of the survey. The 
researcher gathered the feedback that helped in further improving the survey questions. At the end 
of the first meeting, the researcher requested the follow-up meeting. The modified survey based 
on the participants’ feedback were presented. The final meeting was arranged to ensure that 
participants were satisfied with the revised survey.   
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Data Analysis 
Several methods of data analysis were used in this study. First, the study used descriptive 
analyses to present the distribution of data. The descriptive analysis provide a snapshot of the data 
characteristics, along with the demographics of the respondents.  
An analysis of the patterns of missing data was examined. For this purpose all of the 
datasets were tested using Little’s MCAR test to check whether datasets are missing completely at 
random (MCAR) (Allison, 2002; Bennett, 1999; Howell, 2007). The literature suggested different 
methods for handling missing data. Listwise deletion is often considered the simplest method of 
handling missing data. The listwise deletion simply means discarding (deleting) any case that has 
a missing value on a variable or variables in which the researcher is interested. However, listwise 
deletion is not generally recommended. It is stated that if the data is not missing completely at 
random (MCAR), listwise deletion may yield a biased result. Another important disadvantage of 
using listwise deletion is the loss of statistical power (Schlomer, Bauman, & Noel, 2010). Mean 
substitution is also one of the most frequently used methods for handling missing data. In its 
simplest form, mean substitution involves inputting the mean of a variable in the place of any case 
that is missing a value for that same variable. Past studies noted two significant drawbacks of 
utilizing the mean substitution method. First, it is stated that this method assumes that data is 
MCAR, and results in biased means when this assumption is false. Second, it was stated that 
mean substitution deflates the variation of a variable (Myers, 2011). Estimation maximization 
(EM) method is recommend as method that provides “unbiased and efficient” (Graham et al., 
2003, p. 94) parameters. It is also stated that data imputed via the EM method are useful to 
performing procedures such as factor analysis and internal consistency (Graham et al., 2003). The 
major assumption of the EM technique is that data is missing completely at random (MCAR). The 
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data missing under MCAR assumes that there is no underlying reason for missing 
observations/values (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). The EM method is an 
iterative procedure that forms missing data correlations, assuming the shape of distribution is like 
normal distribution.  
The EM technique estimates values for missing data by using expectation (E-step) and 
maximization (M-step) algorithms (Hedderley & Wakeling, 1995). The first step (E-step) 
calculates expected values based on all complete data points. The second step (M-step) replaces 
the values with the already generated values in the first step (E-step) (Hedderley & Wakeling, 
1995). In this study, it was found that 42 responses were completely blank. These data sets were 
deleted from the final analysis, thus yielding 334 completed datasets. 
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to conduct the dimensionality of the scale. 
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation will used as a basic extraction 
method to assess the measurement models. It has been noted that PCA’s goal is to determine the 
important information from the data table by computing a set of variables called principal 
components. The first component is expected to have retained the largest possible variance. The 
literature suggested PCA is appropriate to use when independent variables are highly correlated 
and the aim is to reduce them to a smaller number of variables to yield better results (Rencher, 
2003).  
A normality test was performed to ensure that the data is normally distributed. It is 
suggested that normality of variables can be checked by either statistical or graphical methods 
(Hair & Rolph, 1998). Hair and Rolph (1998) also suggested that severity of non-normality can be 
judged by two dimensions: the shape of the distribution and sample size. For this purpose, the 
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data’s skewness and kurtosis was calculated by using SPSS 24.0. It is suggested that as long as 
skewness and kurtosis measures are not too large compared to their standard error (SE), the data 
is normal. Furthermore, a Shapiro-Wilk (1965) test were examined to confirm the normality of 
the data. The study will also examine the normal plots to examine the normality of the data 
(Garson, 1998; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
To perform regression analysis, this study make sure that all the assumptions are met to 
determine the appropriateness of the regression model. For that purpose this study will evaluate a) 
normality of dependent and independent variables, b) homoscedasticity, and c) multicollinearity 
and variance inflation factor (VIF). As explained above, the normality of variables were checked 
by both statistical and graphical methods. 
Tests for homoscedasticity. Homoscedasticity refers to the assumption that a dependent 
variable has an equal level of variance across all the independent variables (Hair & Rolph, 1998). 
It was suggested that one of the ways to check homoscedasticity is to examine a scatter-plot 
between standardized predicted variables by the standardized residuals (Garson, 1998). In a 
scatter-plot the elliptical distribution of points is a sign of homoscedasticity. For this purpose, the 
study assessed a series of scatterplots.  
Multicollinearity and variance inflation factor (VIF).  Multicollinearity refers to the 
correlation between three or more independent variables. It is stated that the presence of 
multicollinearity reduces the predictive power of any single independent variable (Hair & Rolph, 
1998). Multicollinearity can be detected by computing two related indices: (a) tolerance and (b) 
variance inflation factor (VIF). Tolerance can be defined as 1 - R2, where R2 is the multiple R of a 
given independent variable regressed on all other independent variables. Past studies noted that a 
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rule of thumb is tolerance < .1, the dependent variable (which is actually one of the predictors) 
should be omitted from the analysis due to multicollinearity. The variance inflation factor (VIF) is 
actually reciprocal of tolerance. As explained above, when VIF is high, there is multicollinearity 
and instability of the b and beta coefficients, and thus loss of the predictive power of any single 
independent variable. Kutner (2010) cited a VIF < =  10 as a cut off value. This study used  
tolerance < .1, and  VIF  < =  10 as a cutoff.  
Multiple regression analysis was used to determine the effects of work environment 
support variables, including training opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support 
for training, and opportunity to use on the affective, continuance, and normative domains of 
organizational commitment. More specifically, a series of hierarchical multiple regression 
analyses were implemented to examine the effect of work environment support variables on the 
dependent variable, organizational commitment. For this purpose, all the demographic variables 
(gender, age, educational level, position held, and organization size) were entered in the 
regression model (See Table 5).  
Earlier studies have found that demographic variables such as gender, tenure, and firm 
size are found to influence the organizational commitment (Luthans, 1996; Mathieu & Zajac, 
1990; Meyer et al., 2002). It is suggested that these variables need to be controlled so that their 
effects do not suppress the relationships among variables. In the second step, all the general 
training variables—including number of training events, reasons for attending training (e.g. needs 
for self-development, suggestions for my supervisors, suggestions for my colleagues or 
compulsory training), frequency of training, nature of training (e.g. formal or informal), benefits 
of training (e.g. short term or long-term) and overall satisfaction of training experience—were 
entered. In the third step, all fours predictors—including training opportunities, supervisory 
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support for training, peer support for training, opportunity to use training—were entered in the 
model to evaluate how much variation can be seen after controlling for the other variables. 
Hierarchical regression was also used to test the moderation effect of trainee 
characteristics such as training self-efficacy, training motivation, perceived utility of training, and 
training retention on the relationship of predictors and organizational commitment. For this 
purpose, the multicollinearity between the independent variables and moderators were examined 
by computing variance inflation factor (VIF). As discussed earlier, this study will use VIF <= 10 
as a cutoff. The moderators and the predictors were centered before conducting the interaction 
term (Aiken & West, 1991). The interactions were calculated by multiplying the mean centered 
predictors with mean centered moderators. In order to perform moderation analysis, the 
hierarchical regression will be utilized. For this purpose, the demographics variables were entered 
into the first block. In the second step, all the general training variables were entered. All the 
predictors such as training opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for 
training, and opportunity to use training were entered into the third block. In the fourth block, all 
the potential moderators; i.e., training self-efficacy, training motivation, perceived utility of 
training, and training retention will be entered. In the final step of the analysis, all the interaction 
terms of the respective variables were entered (see Table 5).  
For the mediation analysis, Baron and Kelly (1986) proposed a four- step approach in 
which series of regression models should be estimated (see Table 4). In the first step, the 
predictor(s) were entered and are expected to affect organizational commitment (dependent 
variable) (see Table 5). It is suggested that the model, along with the beta co-efficient of the 
predictors, should be significant. In the second step, the predictor(s) were entered and are 
expected to affect training transfer (mediating variable). In the third step, the mediator (training 
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transfer) was regressed on the dependent variable (organizational commitment). In the fourth step, 
the predicator(s) along with mediator were regressed on dependent variable (organizational 
commitment) (see Table 5). The first three steps established that there is relationship exists 
between predictor(s) and dependent variable, between predictor(s) and mediator, and finally 
between mediator and dependent variable. For the perfect mediation, the independent variable 
will hold no effect on the dependent variable (not significant). SPSS 24.0 was used to perform all 
of the quantitative analysis. 
Table 4 
Testing for Mediation 
 Analysis  Visual depiction  
Step 1 Conduct a simple regression analysis with X 
predicting Y to test for path c alone,  
Y = B0 + B1X +  e 
 
Step 2 Conduct a simple regression analysis with X 
predicting M to test for path a,  
M = B0 + B1X  + e 
 
Step 3 Conduct a simple regression analysis with M 
predicting Y to test the significance of path b 
alone, Y = B0 + B1M + e 
 
Step 4 Conduct a multiple regression analysis with X 
and M predicting Y, Y = B0 + B1X + B2M + e 
 
Y: dependent variable; X: predictor;  B0: slope; B1 : regression coefficient; M : mediator;  
e: error term or residual 




X  c        Y 
X  a        M 
M  b        Y 
c’ 
X M        Y 
b 
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Table 5 
Statistical Methods for Multiple Regression Model Building   
Research questions  Variables Research methods 
were used to answer 
Q1: What is the relationship 
between work environment 
support for training and 
employees’ organizational 
commitment?  
Demographics (Gender, age, 




Demographics (Gender, age, 
educational level, position held and 
organization size) + General 
training variables 
 
Demographics (Gender, age, 
educational level, position held and 
organization size) + General 
training variables + Predictors 
(training opportunities, supervisory 
support for training, peer support 
for training, and opportunity to use 
training) 
   
Q2: What is the mediating 
effect of training transfer on 
the relationship between work 
environment support for 
training and employees’ 
organizational commitment? 
Predictors (training opportunities, 
supervisory support for training, 
peer support for training, and 
opportunity to use training) → 
Organizational Commitment 
Multiple Regression  
 
Predictors (training opportunities, 
supervisory support for training, 
peer support for training, and 
opportunity to use training) → 
Training transfer 
 
Training transfer → Organizational 
Commitment 
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Table 5 Continued  
Research questions  Variables Research methods 
were used to answer 
Q3: What are the moderating 
effects of trainees’ 
characteristics on the 
relationship between work 
environment support for 
training and employees’ 
organizational commitment?  
Demographics (Gender, age, 




Demographics (Gender, age, 
educational level, position held and 




Demographics + General trainig + 
Predictors (training opportunities, 
supervisory support for training, 
peer support for training, and 
opportunity to use training) → 
Organizational Commitment 
Multiple Regression  
 
Demographics + General trainig + 
Predictors (training opportunities, 
supervisory support for training, 
peer support for training, and 
opportunity to use training) + 
Moderators (training self-efficacy, 
training motivation, perceived 
utility for training, training 
retention) → Organizational 
Commitment 
 
Demographics + General trainig + 
Predictors (training opportunities, 
supervisory support for training, 
peer support for training, and 
opportunity to use training) + 
Moderators (training self-efficacy, 
training motivation, perceived 
utility for training, training 





In this chapter, the research design, research setting and participants, study sites and 
sample size, instrumentations, data collection procedures, and the data analyses procedures were 
described.  




This chapter consists of four sections. In the first section, the pilot study results and the 
final study response rate along with the missing value imputation are discussed. The second 
section presents the descriptive data. The third section reports the confirmatory factor analysis, 
reliability analysis, and correlation analysis results, while the final section discusses the results of 
hypotheses testing. 
Pilot Study 
A pilot study, designed to remain open for one week, was conducted to verify the validity 
and reliability of the instruments. An online survey, using Survey Monkey, was sent via email to 
10 participants working in the Pakistan’s banking sector. The email clearly mentioned that 
participation in this pilot study is voluntary, and participants were among researcher’s personal 
contacts.  
After the completion of survey, two online meetings were held with five of the 
participants. The first meeting collected the feedback from participants regarding the survey 
questions. At the beginning of the session, the researcher explained the interest in the topic and, 
more specifically, why the researcher was interested to learn more about the training-related 
practices in their banks. After that, the discussion turned more towards the mechanics of the 
survey. Several topics—including the questions and wording of the survey, whether the survey 
questions were easy to understand, and the length of the survey—were discussed. The participants 
expressed concern about the number of the sections present in the survey. The preliminary survey 
contained seven distinct section, which somehow gave the impression that the survey was 
lengthy. The survey was subsequently modified based on the participants’ feedback. Sections 
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were combined, and all the questions were limited to two pages (see Appendix E2). A progress 
bar was added at the bottom with the percent completion and demographic items were moved to 
the end of the section. A final meeting was arranged to ensure that participants were satisfied with 
the revised survey.  
Response Rate 
A self-administered online questionnaire, developed from well-established scales to 
ensure data reliability, was used for data collection purpose. The population for this study was the 
employees working in one of the largest banks (Bank B) of Pakistan. The bank offered several 
short-term and long-term training programs. Short-term programs focused in the areas of 
regulatory changes, operations training, customer services, and compliance training whereas long-
term programs included the management trainee program and retail branch officers’ program. The 
survey was sent to 800 employees of Bank B, working in the Punjab province of Pakistan. The 
data was collected for 15 weeks (March 13th to June 23rd) in 2018. A total of 376 responses 
(46%) were received out of which only 334 responses are usable yielding a final response rate of 
42%. This response rate falls in the acceptable 20% - 25% range that is considered appropriate for 
the online survey (Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000).  
Handling Missing Data 
The presence of missing data values is not uncommon and can pose serious problems 
because the generalization of results can be misleading (Byrne, 2000). For the total 376 responses 
collected, an analysis of the patterns of missing data was conducted, and missing data were 
checked. From the analysis, it was found that 42 responses were completely blank. These data 
sets were deleted from the final analysis, thus yielding 334 completed datasets. 
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Participants  
Demographics. Table 6 summarizes participant demographics. For the total 334 validated 
data sets, 200 (60%) respondents were male, and 134 (40%) female. For age, 23 (6.9%) were 
between 21-25, 90 (26.9%) were between 26-30, 92 (27.5%) were between 31-35, 95 (28.4%) 
were between 36-40, and 34 (10.3%) were 41 years or older. For education, 73 (21.8%) had an 
undergraduate (B.S) level education, 185 (55.5%) had Master’s degree, and 76 (22.7% ) had 
professional degrees, such as Bachelors of Business Administration (BBA) and Masters of 
Business Administration (MBA). Approximately 34% held early to mid-level career positions. 
Out of these, 48 (14.4%) were area relationship managers, and 64 (19.2%) were branch managers. 
The remaining were the entry level employees; 61 (18.3%) were management trainees, 70 
(20.9%) were relationship officers  and 60 (17.9%) were customer service officers. The remaining 
31 (9.3%) do not provide any information about their positions in the banks. In terms of 
departments, 153 (45.8%) were from business, 23 (6.9%) from personal, 40 (12%) from 
corporate, 73 (21.9%) from the customer services, and 14 (4.2%) from the treasury. The 
remaining 31 (9.3%) do not provide any information about their departments in the banks. 
Over half of the respondents 169 (50.6%) had worked in their current organization from 
six months to four years, while 141 (42.2%) had worked in their current organizations from five 
to eight years. The remaining 24 (7.2% ) had worked more than nine years in their current 
department. In terms of working in banking sector, 185 (55.4%) had worked from one to five  
years, 122 (36.5%) from six to ten years, 12 (3.6%) from eleven to fifteen years, 6 (1.8%) from 
fifteen to twenty years, 6 (1.8%) from twenty one to twenty five years, 2 (0.6%) from twenty six  
to thirty years, and 1 (0.3%) more than thirty years.  




Categories Frequency % age 
Gender Male 200 60% 
Female 134 40% 
Total 334 100% 
Age 21-25 23 6.9% 
26-30 90 26.9% 
31-35 92 27.5% 
36-40 95 28.4% 
41+ 34 10.3% 
Total 334 100% 
Education Level Undergraduate BS Degree 73 21.8% 




Total 334 100% 
Years in Current Bank Less than 4 169 50.6% 
 5 to 8 141 42.2% 
 9+ 24 7.2% 
 Total 334 100% 
Position Branch Managers  64 19.2% 
 Area relationship manager 48 14.4% 
 Management Trainees  61 18.3% 
 Relationship officers 70 20.9% 
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Table 6 Continued 
Categories Frequency % age 
Position Customer service officers 60 17.9% 
Others  31 9.3% 
Total 334 100% 
Department Business department 153 45.8% 
Personal department 23 6.9% 
Corporate department 40 12% 
Treasury 14 4.2% 
Customer services 73 21.9% 
Others 31 9.2% 
Total 334 100% 
Years in banking 
sector 
1 to 5 185 55.4 
6 to 10 122 36.5% 
11 to 15 12 3.6% 
15 to 20 6 1.8% 
20+ 9 2.7% 
Total 334 100% 
 
General training. This study also captures the employees’ perceptions regarding the 
general training culture in the bank B (Table 7). For that purpose, the survey questionnaire has a 
section on general training. Reporting on the number of training programs attended in the last 
year, 47 (14.1%) attended one, 88 (26.3%) attended two, 61(18.3%) attended three, 88 (26.3%) 
attended four, and 50 (15%) attended five or more. A majority 246 (73.7%) reported that training 
events would benefit them in the long term, with 37 (11.1%) reporting that most of the training 
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focused on short-terms goals. However, 51 (15.3%) reported that most of this training would 
benefit them somewhere between short-term to long-term. In terms of formal training, 270 
(80.8%) reported participating in formal training events, while 60 (18%) reported attending more 
informal training programs. Only 4 (1.2%) were unsure whether their training programs were 
formal or informal. Formal trainings are more structured in nature and mostly led by trainers. For 
the formal training, goals and objectives are often defined by the human resource department. The 
informal trainings are mostly flexible in nature. For the type of training, 69 (20.7%) reported 
classroom training, 193 (57.7%) received on-the-job training, and 68 (20.4%) received both. Only 
4 (1.2%) were unsure whether the training programs were classroom based or on the job. With 
respect to participants’ satisfaction with this training, 128 (38.4%) reported being very satisfied, 
138 (41.3%) were satisfied, and 41 (12.3%) responded they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
with the training. Another 18 (5.3%) were unsatisfied, and 9 (2.7%) were very unsatisfied with 
the training.  
Table 7 
General Training  
Categories Frequency % age 
Training frequency per 
year 
Once 47 14.1% 
Twice 88 26.3% 
Three times 61 18.3% 
Four times 88 26.3% 
Five times 50 15% 
Total 334 100% 
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Table 7 Continued 
Categories Frequency % age 
Training benefits Long term 246 73.7% 
 Short term 37 11% 
 Somewhere between 51 15.3% 
 Total 334 100% 
Nature of training Formal  270 80.8% 
Informal 60 18% 
Not Sure 4 1.2% 
Total 334 100% 
Type Classroom 69 20.7% 
On the job 193 57.7% 
Both  68 20.4% 
Not Sure 4 1.2% 
Total 334 100% 
Training satisfaction Very satisfied 128 38.4% 
Satisfied  138 41.3% 
Neither or Nor  41 12.3% 
Unsatisfied 18 5.3% 
Very unsatisfied  9 2.7% 
Total 334 100% 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
The means and standard deviations for main variables used in this study are presented in 
Table 8. All items were measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale. As shown in Table 9, the scores 
on the continuance commitment scale (M = 3.96) were the highest for organizational 
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commitment. For the training scale, respondents gave the highest scores for training self-efficacy 
(M = 4.24) and lowest scores to training retention (M = 3.93). 
Table 8 
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Reliability Results of Scales 
Variable N Number of items  Mean  SD 
Training opportunities 334 4 4.12 .70 
Supervisory support for training 334 6 4.11 .68 
Peer support for training 334 4 4.12 .66 
Opportunity to use training 334 4 4.16 .61 
Training Transfer 334 5 4.20 .59 
Training self-efficacy 334 5 4.24 .59 
Training retention 334 3 3.93 .59 
Training motivation 334 3 4.09 .70 
Perceived utility for training 334 6 4.24 .55 
Affective Commitment 334 6 3.75 .67 
Continuance Commitment 334 6 3.96 .81 
Normative Commitment 334 6 3.91 .72 
     
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Reliability 
This section describes the construct validity of the of training and organizational 
commitment scales of the instruments. The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted  
for  construct validation. It is recommended to perform CFA to assess the distinctiveness of 
measures and make sure they are consistent with the theory (Suhr, 2006).   
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Organizational commitment scale. Initial studies regarded organizational commitment 
as a unidimensional construct (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Bodan, 1974). Porter et al (1974) had 
developed an OCQ measure, claiming organizational commitment (OC) as a unidimensional 
construct. However, since that time debate continues about the possible multidimensionality of 
organizational commitment. There are studies that challenged the unidimensional nature of OC, 
and argued that theoretically OC was always a multidimensional construct.  
The present study used Meyer and Allen’s (1997) conceptualization of organizational 
commitment, which posits three commitments that can bind individuals to organizations, namely 
affective (AFC), continuance (CC), and normative (NFC) commitment. For organizational 
commitment, all the eighteen (18) items of the OC scale were subjected to CFA. Three factors 
were extracted based on organization commitment theory (Meyer & Allen, 1997). A factor 
extraction was done according to PCA (KMO = .93) (See Table 9) and rotated according to the 
varimax method. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 4662.33, p < .001) and the and the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.93) both suggested that the sample size 
was appropriate for factor analysis. The three extracted factors accounted for 69.5% of the 
variance. Table 11 shows the factor loadings for the items for each factor. All the factor loadings 
larger than .6 were retained. 
Table 9 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Organizational Commitment Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .93 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 4662.33 
df 153 
Sig. .000 
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The first factor held six items of continuance commitment (CC1, CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5, 
CC6). Their factor loadings ranged from .65 to .85. The six items on the first factor were 
interrelated and reflected the employees’ continuance commitment. The second factor had four 
items on normative commitment (NFC3, NFC4, NFC5, NFC6). Their factor loadings ranged from 
.62 to .76. These five items reflected participants’ inclination for knowledge sharing. The six 
items on the first factor were interrelated and reflected the employees’ normative commitment. 
The third factor had four items normative on commitment (AFC3, AFC4, AFC5). The factor 
loadings of these items ranged from .72 to .87.  
The first factor held six items of continuance commitment (CC1, CC2, CC3, CC4, CC5, 
CC6). Their factor loadings ranged from .65 to .85. The six items on the first factor were 
interrelated and reflected the employees’ continuance commitment. The four items on the second 
factor were interrelated and reflected normative commitment (NFC3, NFC4, NFC5, NFC6). Their 
factor loadings ranged from .62 to .76.  The three items on the third factor were interrelated and 
reflected affective commitment (AFC3, AFC4, AFC5). The factor loadings of these items ranged 
from .72 to .87.  
Table 10 
Total Variance Explained 
 Total % of Variance  Cumulative % 
1 9.48 52.70 52.70 
2 2.13 11.83 64.53 
3 .89 4.95 69.49 
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Table 11 
Factor Loadings for Organizational Commitment Scale 
 
Factors 
1 2 3 
I do not feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization (AFC3)   .72 
I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization (AFC4)   .86 
I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization (AFC5)   .74 
Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as 
desire (CC1) 
.65   
It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I 
wanted to (CC2) 
.67   
Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my 
organization now (CC3) 
.67   
I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization (CC4) .80   
If I had not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might 
consider working elsewhere (CC5) 
.74   
One of the few negative consequences of leaving this organization would be 
the scarcity of available alternatives (CC6) 
.85   
I would feel guilty if I left my organization now (NFC3)  .62  
This organization deserves my loyalty(NFC4)  .66  
I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of 
obligation to the people in it (NFC5) 
 .74  
I owe a great deal to my organization(NFC6)  .76  
 
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of CC is .90. As instruments are generally 
considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), the 
overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 12). 
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Table 12 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Continuance Commitment Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




CC1 4.05 .87 .92  
.90 CC 2 3.98 .89 .91 
CC 3 3.91 .96 .91 
CC 4 3.91 .98 .91 
CC 5 3.95 1.00 .91 
CC 6 3.96 .93 .91 
    
 
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of NC is .89. As instruments are generally 
considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), the 
overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 13). 
Table 13 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Normative Commitment Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




NC2 3.93 1.04 .87  
.89 NC3 4.12 .83 .88 
NC4 4.08 .90 .85 
NC5 4.08 .86 .85 
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The overall reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of AFC is .83. As instruments are generally 
considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), the 
overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 14). 
Table 14 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Affective Commitment Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




AFC3 3.51 .96 .79  
.83 AFC4 3.55 .94 .71 
AFC5 3.63 .89 .79 
 
Training opportunities scale.  For training opportunities, all the items of the training 
opportunities scale were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted based on previous 
literature  (Sun, Aryee, & Law, 2007). Prior to conducting CFA on the training opportunities 
scale, the fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 
535.30, p <.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.79) both 
suggested that the sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 15). The sample is 
considered to be adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). The extracted 
factor accounted 68.12% of the variance.  
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Table 15 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Training Opportunities Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .79 




The factor held four items on training opportunities (TROP1, TROP2, TROP3, TROP4). 
The factor loadings of this scale is presented in Table 16. The factor loadings ranged from .80 to 
.85. The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of TROP is .84. As instruments are generally 
considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), the 
overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 17). 
Table 16 
Factor Loadings for Training Opportunities Scale  
 Factor 
Extensive training programs are provided to individuals in customer contact or front-line jobs .85 
Employees will normally go through training programs every few years .83 
There are formal training programs to teach new hires the skills they need to perform their job .80 
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Table 17 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Training Opportunities Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
Cronbach 
Alpha 
TROP1 4.10 .87 .78  
.84 TROP2 4.12 .84 .79 
TROP3 4.22 .84 .81 
TROP4 4.03 .85 .81 
 
Supervisor support for training scale. Prior to conducting PCA on the supervisory 
support for training scale, the fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test 
of Sphericity (χ2 = 1170.41, p <.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy (.85) both suggested that the sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 
18). The sample is considered to be adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). 
For supervisory support for the training, all the items of the scale were subjected to CFA. A single 
factor was extracted based on previous literature  (Holton et al., 2002). The extracted factor 
accounted approximately 67% of the variance.   
Table 18 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Supervisory Support for Training Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .85 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1170.41 
df 15 
Sig. .000 
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The factor held six items of supervisory support for training (SST1, SST2, SST3, SST4, 
SST5, SST6). The factor loadings of this scale are presented in Table 19. The factor loadings 
ranged from .78 to .83. The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of SST is .89. As instruments are 
generally considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 
2001), the overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 20). 
Table 19 
Factor Loadings for Supervisory Support for Training Scale 
 Factor 
My supervisor meets with me regularly to work on problems I may be having in trying to 
use my training 
.83 
My supervisor shows interest in what I learn in training .83 
My supervisor sets goals for me which encourage me to apply my training on the job .82 
My supervisor lets me know I am doing a good job when I use my training .80 
My supervisor helps me set realistic goals for job performance based on my training .78 
My supervisor meets with me to discuss ways to apply training on the job .81 
 
Table 20 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Supervisory Support for Training Scale 
 Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




SST1 4.12 .80 .87  
 
.89 
SST2 4.02 .82 .87 
SST3 4.13 .88 .88 
SST4 4.03 .84 .88 
SST5 4.24 .75 .88  
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Table 20 Continued  
 Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




SST6 4.10 .90 .88 .89 
 
Peer support for training scale. Prior to conducting PCA on the peer support for training 
scale, the fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 
495.96, p <.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.80) both 
suggested that the sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 21). The sample is 
considered to be adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). For peer support 
for the training, all the items of the scale were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted 
based on previous literature  (Holton et al., 2002). The extracted factor accounted approximately 
67% of the variance.    
Table 21 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Peer Support for Training Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .80 




The factor held four items of peer support for training (PST1, PST2, PST3, PST4). The 
factor loadings of this scale are presented in Table 22. The factor loadings ranged from .80 to .82. 
The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of PST is .83. As instruments are generally considered 
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reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), the overall 
reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 23). 
Table 22 
Factor Loadings for Peer Support for Training Scale 
 Factor 
My colleagues appreciate my using new skills I have learned in training .82 
My colleagues encourage me to use the skills I have learned in training .84 
At work, my colleagues expect me to use what I learn in training .80 
My colleagues are patient with me when I try out new skills or techniques at work .80 
 
Table 23 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Peer Support for Training Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




PST1 4.24 .78 .78  
.83 PST2 4.11 .81 .77 
PST3 4.15 .80 .80 
PST4 3.98 .84 .79 
 
Opportunity to use training scale. Prior to conducting PCA on the opportunity to use 
training scale, the fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
(χ2 = 456.10, p <.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.76) both 
suggested that the sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 24). The sample is 
considered to be adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). For opportunity to 
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use training scale, all the items of the scale were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted 
based on previous literature  (Holton et al., 2002). The extracted factor accounted approximately 
65% of the variance.    
Table 24 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Opportunity for Use Training Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .76 




The factor held four items of opportunity to use training (OTUT1, OTUT2, OTUT3, 
OTUT4). The factor loadings of this scale are presented in Table 25. The factor loadings ranged 
from .79 to .81. The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of OTUT is .81. As instruments are 
generally considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 
2001), the overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 26). 
Table 25 
Factor Loadings for Opportunity to Use Training Scale 
 Factor 
I will have the things I need to be able to use this training .81 
I will be able to try out this training on my job .79 
I will get opportunities to use this training on my job .80 
Our current staffing level is adequate for me to use this training .81 
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Table 26 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Opportunity to Use Training Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




OTUT1 4.12 .78 .76  
.81 OTUT2 4.13 .75 .77 
OTUT3 4.27 .71 .77 
OTUT4 4.12 .80 .76 
 
Training transfer scale. Prior to conducting PCA on the training transfer scale, the 
fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 943.376, p 
<.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.87) both suggested that the 
sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 27). The sample is considered to be 
adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). For training transfer scale, all the 
items of the scale were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted based on previous 
literature (Xiao, 1996). The extracted factor accounted approximately 63% of the variance.    
Table 27 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Training Transfer Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .87 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 943.37 
df 15 
Sig. .000 
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The factor held six items of training transfer (TTR1, TTR2, TTR3, TTR4, TTR5, TTR6). 
The factor loadings of this scale are presented in Table 28. The factor loadings ranged from .75 to 
.82. The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of TTR is .87. As instruments are generally considered 
reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), the overall 
reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 29). 
Table 28 
Factor Loadings for Training Transfer Scale 
 
Table 29 
Item Statistics and Reliability of Training Transfer Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




TTR1 4.27 .77 .86  
 
.87 
TTR2 4.24 .69 .85 
TTR3 4.25 .71 .85 
TTR4 4.23 .72 .85 
 
 Factor 
The new knowledge has helped me improve my work .75 
I can accomplish my job tasks faster with the training transfer .82 
I have accomplished my job tasks faster by using new knowledge acquired from training 
transfer 
.82 
I can accomplish job tasks better by using new knowledge acquired from training transfer .78 
The quality of my work has improved after using knowledge acquired from training transfer .79 
I make fewer mistakes in my work after using new knowledge acquired from training transfer .79 
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Table 29 Continued 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




TTR5 4.19 .76 .85  
 TTR6 4.02 .83 .86 
 
Training self-efficacy scale. Prior to conducting PCA on the training self-efficacy scale, 
the fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 858.95, 
p <.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.84) both suggested that 
the sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 30). The sample is considered to be 
adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). For training self-efficacy, all the 
items of the scale were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted based on previous 
literature (Guthrie & Schwoerer, 1996). The extracted factor accounted approximately 68% of the 
variance.    
Table 30 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Training Self-efficacy Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. . 84 




The factor held five items of training self-efficacy (TSEFF1, TSEFF2, TSEFF3, TSEFF4, 
TSEFF5). The factor loadings of this scale are presented in Table 31. The factor loadings ranged 
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from .75 to .82. The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of TSEFF is .88. As instruments are 
generally considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 
2001), the overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 32). 
Table 31 




Item Statistics and Reliability for Training Self-efficacy 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




TSEFF1 4.20 .71 .85  
 
.88 
TSEFF2 4.20 .71 .85 
TSEFF3 4.23 .77 .85 
TSEFF4 4.30 .67 .86 
TSEFF5 4.26 .72 .85 
 
Training retention. Prior to conducting PCA on the training retention scale, the fitness of 
data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 141.90, p <.001) and 
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.57) both suggested that the sample size 
 Factor 
I am confident that I can succeed in training .81 
I do well in training .83 
I am able to learn information and skills in training .84 
I am able to apply the skills used in training .80 
I am able to apply what I have learned in training .82 
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was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 33). The sample is considered to be adequate if the 
value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). For training retention, all the items of the scale 
were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted based on previous literature (Velada et al., 
2007). The extracted factor accounted approximately 57% of the variance.    
Table 33 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Training Retention Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .57 




The factor held three items of training retention (TRETN1, TRETN2, TRETN3_recode). 
The factor loadings of this scale are presented in Table 34. The factor loadings ranged from .58 to 
.84. The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of TRETN is .53. The instruments are generally 
considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001). For 
low Cronbach’s α, it is recommended to check the “Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted” to see if it 
can make any difference (BrckaLorenz, Chiang, & Nelson, 2013). Looking at the “Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item Deleted” statistic, it was found the Cronbach's Alpha’s value will be increased to 
.69 by removing TRETN3_recode item (see table 35). The item was removed, thus the overall 
reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of TRETN is .69. Thus, the overall reliability of the instrument is 
good considered for a two-items scale (Nunnally, 1978).  
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Table 34 




Item Statistics and Reliability for Training Retention Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




TRETN1 4.22 .71 .43  
.69 TRETN2 4.24 .71 .34 
 
Training motivation. Prior to conducting PCA on the training motivation scale, the 
fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 348.209, p 
<.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.68) both suggested that the 
sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 36). The sample is considered to be 
adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). For training motivation, all the 
items of the scale were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted based on previous 
literature (Newman et al., 2011). The extracted factor accounted approximately 72% of the 
variance.    
 Factor 
I still remember the main topics that I have learned in the training course. .81 
I can easily say several things that I have learned in the training course .84 
TRETN3_recode .58 
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Table 36 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Training Motivation Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. . 68 




The factor held three items of training motivation (TMOT1, TMOT2, TMOT3). The factor 
loadings of this scale are presented in Table 37. The factor loadings ranged from .82 to .89. The 
overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of TMOT is .80. As instruments are generally considered 
reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001), the overall 
reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 38). 
Table 37 










I try to learn as much as I can from training programs .82 
I believe I tend to learn more from training programs than others .83 
I am usually motivated to learn skills emphasized in training programs .89 
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Table 38 
Item Statistics and Reliability for Training Motivation Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




TMOT1 4.10 .87 .78  
.80 TMOT2 4.04 .85 .76 
TMOT3 4.14 .77 .66 
 
Perceived utility of training. Prior to conducting PCA on the perceived utility of training 
scale, the fitness of data for factor analysis was assessed. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2 = 
2118.55, p <.001) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (.85) both 
suggested that the sample size was appropriate for factor analysis (See Table 39). The sample is 
considered to be adequate if the value of KMO is greater than .5 (Field, 2000). For perceived 
utility for training, all the items of the scale were subjected to CFA. A single factor was extracted 
based on previous literature (Newman et al., 2011). The extracted factor accounted approximately 
68% of the variance.  
Table 39 
KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Perceived Utility of Training Scale 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. . 85 
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The factor held six items of the perceived utility of training (TULT1, TULT2, TULT3, 
TULT4, TULT5, TULT6). The factor loadings of this scale are presented in Table 40. The factor 
loadings ranged from .80 to .85. The overall reliability (Cronbach’s α) of TUTL is .90. As 
instruments are generally considered reliable when they have an α of .70 or higher (McMillan & 
Schumacher, 2001), the overall reliability of this instrument is good (see Table 41). 
Table 40 
Factor Loadings for Perceived Utility of Training Scale 
 
Table 41 
Item Statistics and Reliability Perceived Utility of Training Scale 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




TULT1 4.22 .67 .88  
 
.90 
TULT2 4.22 .74 .89 
TULT3 4.22 .68 .88 
TULT4 4.24 .69 .88  
 
 Factor 
I have been able to generalize what I have learned during the training to my real job. .81 
The knowledge and skills I have learned from the training will be useful on the job .80 
I have found contents of the training to be relevant to my job .81 
I have practiced the skills I have learned during the training by performing them on the job .85 
I am able to use the skills I have learned during the training on the job .82 
I have developed my job skills as a result of the training offered at work .83 
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Table 41 Continued 
 
Mean Std. Deviation Cronbach's 




TULT5 4.29 .61 .88  
TULT6 4.26 .67 .88  
 
Correlations 
Table correlations provide the bivariate correlation results. Coefficients between each pair 
of variables were computed to identify statistically significant relationships; most relationships 
were found to be statistically significant (see Table 42). Of particular interest, however, are the 
statistically significant relationships between the predictor variables and three dimensions of 
organizational commitment (analyzed below). 
Table 42 
Correlations  
 TROP  SST PST OTUT TTR TSEFF TRETN TMOT TUTL AFC CC NFC 
TROP __            
SST .78** __           
PST .74** .79** __          
OTUT .75** .86** .83** __         
TTR .74** .78** .78** .83** __        
TSEFF .75** .75** .78** .80** .89** __       
TRETN .64** .71** .66** .73** .77** .77** __      
TMOT .72** .69** .68** .71** .76** .79** .65** __     
TUTL .74** .78** .77** .80** .83** .84** .75** .78** __    
AFC .40** .39** .37** .35** .40** .40** .29** .42** .34** __   
CC .70** .72** .67** .74** .68** .67** .61** .67* .71** .30** __  
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Table 42 Continued 
 TROP  SST PST OTUT TTR TSEFF TRETN TMOT TUTL AFC CC NFC 
NFC .65** .70** .64** .68** .64** .60** .56** .64** .68** .34** .78** __ 
TROP= Training Opportunities, SST= Supervisor Support for Training, PST= Peer Support, OTUT = Opportunity to 
Use Training, TTR =Training Transfer, TSEFF = Trainee self-efficacy, TRETN = Training retention, TMOT = Training 
Motivation, TUTL=Perceived utility for training, AFC = Affective Commitment , CC = Continuance Commitment, NC 
=Normative Commitment 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Training opportunities is found to be moderately and positively related to affective 
commitment (r = .40, p < .001) and strongly and positively related both to continuance 
commitment (r = .70, p < .001) and normative commitment (r = .69, p < .001). The positive 
relationship between training opportunities and all the dimensions of commitment suggests that 
the overall increase in commitment is associated with an increase in training opportunities. These 
findings confirm the literature, which also supports that availability of training opportunities will 
influence employees’ decision to remain with their organization (Ahmed & Bakar, 2003; Bulut & 
Culha, 2010). However, it is noted that strength of the relationship between employees’ training 
opportunities and their continuance commitment and normative commitment is stronger than the 
strength of the relationship with affective commitment. 
Supervisory support for training is found to be moderately and positively related to 
affective commitment (r = .39, p < .001) and strongly and positively related to both continuance 
commitment (r = .72, p < .001) and normative commitment (r = .70, p < .001). The positive 
relationship between supervisory support for training and all the dimensions of commitment 
suggests that the overall increase in commitment is associated with an increase in supervisory 
support for training. These findings confirm the literature, which also supports that the greater the 
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supervisory support for training is rendered to the employees, the higher they exhibit their 
commitment (Ahmad & Bakar, 2003). 
Peer support for training is found to be moderately and positively related to affective 
commitment (r = .37, p < .001) and strongly and positively related to both continuance 
commitment (r = .67, p < .001) and normative commitment (r = .64, p < .001). The positive 
relationship between peer support for training and all the dimensions of commitment suggests 
that the overall increase in commitment is associated with an increase in peer support for 
training. These findings confirm the literature, which also supports that the greater the peer 
support for training is rendered to the employees, the higher they show their commitment 
(Ahmad & Bakar, 2003).  
Opportunity to use training is found to be moderately and positively related to affective 
commitment (r = .35, p < .001) and strongly and positively related to both continuance 
commitment (r = .74, p < .001) and normative commitment (r = .68, p < .001). This positive 
relationship between opportunity to use training and all the dimensions of commitment suggests 
that the overall increase in commitment is associated with an increase in opportunity to use 
training. The training literature also confirms that when employees are provided with an 
opportunity to use the training, their performance increased. In a similar vein, this finding sheds 
light on the possibility of increasing employee retention at their organizations by providing them 
opportunities to use training.  
Training transfer is also an important variable in this study. This study conceptualized 
that training transfer will mediate the relationship between work environment support variables 
and organizational commitment. The correlational analysis shows that training transfer is found 
to be moderately and positively related to affective commitment (r = .40, p < .001) and relatively 
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strong and positively related to both continuance commitment (r = .68, p < .001) and normative 
commitment (r = .64, p < .001). In terms of its relationship with work environment support 
variables, correlational analysis shows that training transfer is strongly and positively related to 
training opportunities (r = .74, p < .001),  supervisory support for training (r = .78, p < .001), 
peer support for training (r = .78, p < .001), and opportunity to use training (r = .83, p < .001). 
The positive relationship between training transfer, work environment support variables, 
and all the dimensions of commitment suggests that once the training-related support is provided 
to employees, it helps them to transfer the learned content to the workplace. Also, the overall 
increase in commitment is associated with an increase in training transfer suggests that once 
training has been transferred, it can help employees to work effectively and contribute to them 
staying at their organizations. 
Hypothesis Testing  
Prior to conducing a hierarchical multiple regression, the relevant assumptions of this 
statistical analysis were tested. First, the sample size of 334 is considered appropriate for 
hierarchical multiple regression. A rule of thumb for multiple regressions by stating the 
minimum sample size as function of effect size as well as the number of predictors; i.e., N ≥104 
+ m, where m is the number of predictors (Green, 1991). By using the above-mentioned rule, the 
minimum sample size of 119 would have been considered appropriate. The current data sets of  
334 is considered appropriate. Second, the regression analysis assumes a linear relationship 
between the predictors and the dependent variable. Scatterplots showed existence of linear 
relationship. Third, homoscedasticity was met if errors were random and independent. This 
assumption was met through examination of outliers and residual plots (see Appendix G) (Hair et 
al. ,1998; Pallant, 2001). Fourth, for multicollinearity, an examination of correlations (see Table 
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42) revealed that no independent variables were very highly correlated (0.90) with each other. 
However, as the collinearity statistics (i.e., Tolerance and VIF. See Table 43.) were all within 
accepted limits, the assumption of multicollinearity was deemed to have been met (Coakes, 






1 Gender .80 1.24 
Education level .43 2.32 
Age .30 3.28 
Years in Current Organization .17 5.79 
Position .54 1.83 
Department .89 1.11 
Yearn in Bank .13 7.42 
2 How many training programs have you attended? .43 2.28 
What motivated to you attend the training? 
Supervisors/ Peers 
.74 1.34 
Training programs you attended last year most of 
them were long-term focused 
.40 2.46 
Training programs you attended last year most of 
them were formal 
.77 1.29 
Training programs you attended last year held in 
classroom 
.42 2.33 
How would you rate the overall satisfaction of the 
training experience you have accumulated last year 
.42 2.36 
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3 Training opportunities .22 4.39 
Supervisory Support for Training .15 6.56 
Peer Support for Training .20 4.84 
Opportunity to use training .15 6.64 
4 Training Transfer .21 4.65 
5 Training Motivation .33 3.00 
Training Retention .34 2.88 
Perceived Utility for Training .11 8.84 
Training Self-efficacy .11 8.60 
 
In order to test the hypotheses, a set of hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted. 
The three dimensions of organizational commitment—i.e., affective, continuance and 
normative—were treated as dependent variables in the hierarchical multiple regressions models. 
In the first step, demographic variables—including gender, education level, age, year in 
organization, position, department, and years in banking sector—were entered. In the second 
step, all the general training variables—including number of training events, reasons for 
attending training (e.g. needs for self-development, suggestions for my supervisors, suggestions 
for my colleagues or compulsory training), frequency of training, nature of training (e.g. formal 
or informal), benefits of training (e.g. short term or long-term) and overall satisfaction of training 
experience—were entered. In the third step, all fours predictors—including training 
opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for training, opportunity to use 
training—were added. In the final step, training transfer was added to the model to see the 
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mediating effect of training transfer on the relationship between main predictor and 
organizational commitment.  
Affective commitment. The results (see Table 44) of the hierarchical multiple regression 
showed that demographic variables (first step) collectively explained 18.6% of the variance in 
affective commitment, which was statistically significant, F(23, 310) = 3.07, p <.01. In the second 
step, the general training-related variables explained an incremental variance of 13.2% in 
affective commitment, which was statistically significant at F(37, 296) = 3.75,  p <.01. In the 
third step, the main predictors (training opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer 
support for training, opportunity to use training) were added into the model. For affective 
commitment, the model explained an incremental variance of 2.2% in affective commitment, 
which was statistically significant at F(41, 292) = 3.69, p <.01. It is important to mention here, 
that none of the independent variables emerged as significant predictors for affective commitment 
in a third model. In the final model (Model 4), training transfer was added to the remaining 
variables to check its mediating effect. For affective commitment, the final model collectively 
explained a variance of 34.9% in affective commitment, which was statistically significant at 
F(42, 291) = 3.71, p <.01. The results indicated females exhibited more overall affective 
commitment towards their organization than males. The slope coefficient for gender (b = .25, p 
<.05) indicated that, all else held to constant, females exhibit a .25 units increase in affective 
commitment compared to males. The slope coefficient for the employees working in banking for 
three to five years (b = -.79, p <.05) indicated that all else held to constant, employees who were 
working in the bank between three to five years, exhibits less affective commitment than 
employees working for more than eleven years.  
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In terms of motivation for attending training, compulsory training is seen as a constant 
predictor from Model 2 to Model 4 (see Table 44). In the final model, slope coefficient for 
compulsory training indicated (b = .33, p <.01) that, all else held to constant, 1 SD increase in 
employees’ compulsory training caused a .33 SD increase in their affective commitment. 
Similarly, employees considered attending training programs in both locations (classroom and on 
the job) as having a significant impact on their affective commitment. Again, this is also seen as a 
constant predictor from Model 2 to Model 4 (see Table 44). In the final model, slope coefficient 
for training held in both locations (b = .38, p <.05) indicated that, all else held to constant, 
employees who attended both forms of classroom and on-the-job training exhibited an increase in 
affective commitment by .33 SD compared to employees who attended only classroom-based 
training. 
Table 44 
Predicting Affective Commitment: Multiple Regression Results 
 Coefficient Estimates 
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Intercept .09 -.46 -.31 -.20 
Gender .19 .27* .26* .25* 
Years in bank (3 - 5) -.33 -.79* -.82* -.79* 
Compulsory training  .34** .33** .33** 
Training held (class & on-the-job)(Both)  .39* .36* .38* 
Training opportunities   .12 .08 
Supervisor support training    .05 .02 
Peer support training   .02 -.01 
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Table 44 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates 
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Opportunities to use training   .06 .00 
Training transfer    .18 
R2 .18*** .31*** .34*** .34*** 
Note: n = 334 ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
Continuance commitment. For continuance commitment (Table 45), the demographic 
variables (first step) collectively explained the 37.8% of the variance in continuance commitment, 
which was statistically significant, F(23, 310) = 8.18, p <.01. In the second step, the general 
training-related variables explained an incremental variance of 16.9% in continuance 
commitment, which was statistically significant at F(37, 296) = 9.63, p <.01. In the third step, the 
main predictors (training opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for training, 
opportunity to use training) were added into the model. The model explained an incremental 
variance of 14.7% in continuance commitment, which was statistically significant at F(41, 292) = 
16.11, p <.01.  
For continuance commitment, the final (Model 4) collectively explained a variance of 
69.7% in continuance commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 5.52. The 
results (see Table 45) indicated age as a constant predictor from Model 2 to Model 4 for 
continuance commitment. In the final model, the slope coefficient for age show that, all else held 
to constant, employees aged 21-25 (b = -.54, p <.05),  26-30 (b = -.45, p <.05), 31-35 (b = -.57, p 
<.01), and 36-40 (b = -.36, p <.05) experience less continuance commitment than employees aged 
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41 and older. The finding is important as it confirms the literature that older employees feel more 
committed to their organization (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Mahanta, 2012).  
In terms of independent variables, training opportunities and opportunities to use training 
are found to be significantly related to continuance commitment. For training opportunities, the 
slope coefficient for training opportunities (b = .20, p < .01) indicated that, all else held to 
constant, 1 SD in training opportunities caused continuance commitment to increase by .20 SD. 
For opportunities to use training, the slope coefficient (b = .28, p < .01) indicated that, all else 
held to constant, 1 SD in opportunities to use training caused continuance commitment to increase 
by .28 SD. 
Table 45 
Predicting Continuance Commitment: Multiple Regression Results 
 Coefficient Estimates 
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Intercept -.23 -.44 -.00 -.07 
Age (21 – 25) -.85** -.66* -.48* -.54* 
Age (26 – 30) -.83*** -.64** -.42* -.45* 
Age (31 – 35) -1.17*** -.79*** -.54** -.57** 
Age (36 – 40) -.35 -.35* -.33* -.36* 
Motivation to attend (Colleagues)  -.29* -.27* -.30 
Training opportunities   .22** .20** 
Supervisor support training    .12 .10 
Peer support training   -.00 -.02 
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Table 45 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Opportunities to use training   .32*** .28** 
Training transfer    .13 
R2 .37*** .54*** .69*** .69*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001     
 
Normative commitment. For normative commitment (Table 46), the demographic 
variables (first step) collectively explained 40.1% of the variance in normative commitment, 
which was statistically significant, F(23, 310) = 9.02, p < .01. In the second step, the general 
training-related variables explained an incremental variance of 13.1% in normative commitment, 
which was statistically significant at F(37, 296) = 9.07, p < .01. In the third step, the main 
predictors (training opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for training, 
opportunity to use training) were added into the model. The model explained an incremental 
variance of 11.4% in continuance commitment, which was statistically significant at F(41, 292) = 
13.00,  p < .01.  
For normative commitment, the final model (Model 4) collectively explained a variance of 
65.2% in normative commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 12.95, p < 
.01. The results (see Table 46) indicated that years in organization is seen as a constant predictor 
from Model 2 to Model 4 for normative commitment. In the final model, the slope coefficient for 
years in organization show that, all else held to constant, employees who worked in the 
organization less than a year (b = .55, p < .01), from 1-4 years (b =.78, p < .01), from 5-8 years (b 
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= .66, p < .01), and from 36-40 years (b = -.36, p < .05) experience more normative commitment 
than the employees who worked in the organization for more than nine years.  
The position of the employees was also found to be significantly related to employees’ 
normative commitment. The slope coefficient for employees’ position showed that, all else held 
to constant, relationship officers (b = -.26, p < .05)  and more non-managerial employees (b =-.45, 
p < .05) experience less normative commitment than the bank managers. For independent 
variables, only supervisory support for training is found to be significantly related to normative 
commitment. For supervisory support for training, the slope coefficient indicated (b = .24, p < 
.01) that, all else held to constant, 1 SD in supervisory support for training caused normative 
commitment to increase by . 24 SD. Finally, the mediating variable, training transfer has been 
found to be significantly related to normative commitment. For training transfer, the slope 
coefficient indicated (b = .16, p < .05) that, all else held to constant, 1 SD in supervisory support 
for training caused normative commitment to increase by .16 SD. 
Table 46 
Predicting Normative Commitment: Multiple Regression Results 
 Coefficient Estimates 
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Intercept -.45 -.95** -.64* -.55 
Years in organization (< 1) .20 .28 .54* .55* 
Years in organization (1 - 4) .55 .62* .76** .78** 
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Table 46 Continued  
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Years in organization (5 - 8) .72** .54* .64** .66** 
Position (others) -.46* -.46* -.38 -.45* 
Position (Relationship officer) -.35* -.27 -.25 -.26* 
Department (other) -.61** -.51* -.41* -.41* 
Department (Corporate) -.43** -.35* -.24* -.24* 
Training opportunities   .13 .10 
Supervisor support training    .26** .24** 
Peer support training   .09 .06 
Opportunities to use training   .11 .06 
Training transfer    .16* 
     
R2 .40*** .53*** .64*** .65*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
H1: Training opportunities will be positively related to all the dimensions of 
organizational commitment. The results of the correlation analysis showed that training 
opportunities is found to be moderately and positively related to affective commitment (r = .40, p 
< .001), strongly and positively related to continuance commitment (r = .70, p < .001), and 
finally, strongly and positively related to normative commitment (r = .69, p < .001). The result of 
the hierarchical regression (see Table 44) showed that although the model (Model 4) collectively 
explained a variance of 34.9% in affective commitment, which was statistically significant at 
F(42, 291) = 3.71, p < .001, an examination of the slope coefficient showed that there was no 
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significant relationship (b = .08, p > .05) between training opportunities and affective 
commitment. For continuance commitment (Model 4), the result of the hierarchical regression 
(see Table 45) showed that training opportunities (b = .20, p < .01) is significantly related to 
continuance commitment. For normative commitment (Model 4), an examination of the slope 
coefficient showed that there was no significant relationship (b = .02, p > .05) between training 
opportunities and normative commitment (see Table 46). As such, hypothesis (H1) was only 
partially supported.  
H2: Supervisory support for training will be positively related to all the dimensions 
of organizational commitment. The results of the correlation analysis showed that, supervisory 
support for training is found to be moderately and positively related to affective commitment (r = 
.39, p < .001), strongly and positively related to continuance commitment (r = .72, p < .001), and 
finally, strongly and positively related to normative commitment (r = .70, p < .001). For affective 
commitment (see Table 44), an examination of the slope coefficient showed that there was no 
significant relationship (b = .02, p > .05), between supervisory support for training and affective 
commitment. For continuance commitment (see Table 45), an examination of the slope 
coefficient showed that there was no significant relationship (b = .10, p > .05) between 
supervisory support for training and continuance commitment. For normative commitment (see 
Table 46), an examination of the slope coefficient showed that there exists a significant 
relationship (b = .24, p < .01), between supervisory support for training and normative 
commitment. Thus, hypothesis (H2) was only partially supported.  
H3: Peer support for training will be positively related to all the dimensions of 
organizational commitment. The results of the correlation analysis showed that peer support 
for training is found to be moderately and positively related to affective commitment (r = .37, p 
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< .001), strongly and positively related to continuance commitment (r = .67, p < .001), and 
finally, strongly and positively related to normative commitment (r = .64, p < .001). For affective 
commitment (see Table 44), an examination of the slope coefficient showed that there was no 
significant relationship (b = -.01, p > .05) between peer support for training and affective 
commitment. For continuance commitment (see Table 45), an examination of the slope 
coefficient showed that there was no significant relationship (b = -.02, p > .05) between peer 
support for training and continuance commitment. For normative commitment (see Table 46), an 
examination of the slope coefficient showed that there was no significant relationship (b = .06, p 
> .05) between peer support for training and normative commitment. Thus, hypothesis (H3) was 
rejected.  
H4: Opportunity to use training will be positively related to all the dimensions of 
organizational commitment. The results of the correlation analysis showed that opportunity to 
use training was found to be moderately and positively related to affective commitment (r = .35, 
p < .001), strongly and positively related to continuance commitment (r = .74, p < .001), and 
finally, strongly and positively related to normative commitment (r = .68, p < .001). For affective 
commitment (see Table 44), an examination of the slope coefficient showed that there was no 
significant relationship (b = .00, p > .05) between opportunity to use training and affective 
commitment. For continuance commitment (see Table 45), an examination of the slope 
coefficient showed that there exists a significant relationship (b = .28, p < .01) between 
opportunity to use training and continuance commitment. For normative commitment (see Table 
46), an examination of the slope coefficient showed that there was no significant relationship (b 
= .06, p > .05) between opportunity to use training and normative commitment. Thus, hypothesis 
(H4) was partially supported.  
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 H5: Training transfer mediates the relationship between work environment support 
and organizational commitment. For the mediation analysis, Baron and Kenny (1986) 
proposed a four-step approach in which series of regression models should be estimated. They 
suggested that the model, along with the beta co-efficient of the predictors, should be significant 
in every step. In the first step, the predictor(s) needs to be entered and are expected to affect 
organizational commitment (dependent variable). In the second step, the predictor(s), needs to be 
entered and are expected to affect training transfer (mediating variable). In the third step, the 
mediator (training transfer) will be regressed on the dependent variable (organizational 
commitment). In the fourth step, the predicator(s) along with mediator will be regressed on 
dependent variable (organizational commitment) The first three steps will establish that there is 
relationship exists between predictor(s) and dependent variable, between predictor(s) and 
mediator, and finally between mediator and dependent variable. For the perfect mediation, the 
independent variable will hold no effect on the dependent variable (not significant).  
For affective commitment, the results of the hierarchal regression analysis showed that 
any of the predictors failed to establish a significant relationship with affective commitment 
(Table 44). In terms of mediation, the first step did not hold, i.e., the relationship between 
predictor(s) and dependent variable. Thus, it cannot be established that training transfer mediated 
a relationship between work environment support variables (independent variables) and affective 
commitment.  
For continuance commitment (Table 45), results of the hierarchal regression analysis 
showed that the final model (Model 4) including demographic variables, general training 
variables, predictors, and mediator—collectively explained a variance of 69.7% in continuance 
commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 5.52. Although, two 
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predictor(s)—e.g., training opportunities and opportunities to use training—were significantly 
related to continuance commitment. However, no significant relationship (b = .13, p > .05) exists 
between training transfer and continuance commitment. In terms of mediation, the fourth step 
did not hold, i.e. a relationship between mediator and dependent variable. Thus, it cannot be 
established that training transfer mediated a relationship between work environment support 
variables (independent variables) and continuance commitment. 
For normative commitment (Table 46), results of the hierarchal regression analysis in 
Model 3—including demographics variables, general training variables, and predictors—
collectively explained a variance of 64.6% in normative commitment with supervisory support 
for training (b = .268, p < .01) as a significant predictor. Thus first step of Baron and Kenny 
(1986) is fulfilled.  
For the second step of Baron and Kenny (1986), a separate series of hierarchal regression 
analysis were performed with training transfer as a dependent variable (Table 47). From this 
analysis, the final model collectively explained a variance of 78.65% in training transfer, which 
was statistically significant at F(41, 292) = 26.03, p < .01. An examination of the slope 
coefficient showed that there exists a significant relationship between training transfer and all 
independent variables—e.g., training opportunities (b = .21, p < .01), supervisory support for 
training (b = .15, p < .01), peer support for training (b = .18, p < .01), and opportunity to use 
training (b = .31, p < .01). As supervisory support for training is found to be significant predictor 
of training transfer, the second step of Baron and Kenny (1986) is thus fulfilled.  
For the third step, the mediator (training transfer) would be regressed on normative 
commitment (dependent variable) (Table 46). In the fourth step, the predicator(s), along with 
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mediator, would be regressed on normative commitment (Table 46). These two steps used the 
earlier hierarchical regression models and found that Model 4 collectively explained a variance 
of 65.2% in normative commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 12.95. 
Supervisory support for training (b = .24, p < .01) and training transfer (b = .16, p < .05) thus 
both appear to be significant predictors of normative commitment. As training transfer is found 
to be significant predictor of normative commitment, the third step of Baron and Kenny (1986) is 
thus fulfilled.  
For the fourth step, as explained earlier, the supervisory support for training (predictors) 
along with training transfer (mediator) were regressed on normative commitment (dependent 
variable) (Table 46). For the perfect mediation, the supervisory support for training would hold 
no effect on the dependent variable when the mediator was entered. However, this was not the 
case, as both supervisory support training and training transfer were significant predictor of 
normative commitment (Model 4). Hence, it cannot be established that training transfer mediated 
a relationship between work environment support variables (independent variables) and 
normative commitment. Thus, hypothesis (H5) was not supported. 
Table 47 
Predicting Training Transfer: Multiple Regression Results 
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Intercept -.68** -1.00** -.57* 
Education (Masters .66*** .64*** .35*** 
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Table 47 Continued  
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Education (BBA MBA) .69*** .64*** .32** 
Age (21 – 25) -.11 .20 .50* 
Age (26 – 30) -.51* -.09 .22 
Age (31 – 35) -.67** -.151 .20 
Position (others) .40 .44* .43** 
Training Motivation (colleagues)  .18 .22* 
Training opportunities   .21*** 
Supervisor support training   .15* 
Peer support training   .18** 
Opportunities to use training   .31*** 
    
R2 .38*** .55*** .78*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
H6a: The relationship between all work environment support variables and 
organizational commitment will be moderated by training self-efficacy.  
In order to test the moderation effect, a series of hierarchical multiple regressions were 
conducted. The three dimensions of organizational commitment—e.g., affective, continuance 
and normative—were treated as dependent variables respectively in these hierarchical multiple 
regressions models. In the first step, demographic variables including gender, education level, 
age, year is organization, position, department, and years in banking sector were entered. In the 
second step, all the general training variables—including number of training events, reasons for 
attending training (e.g. needs for self-development, suggestions for my supervisors, suggestions 
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for my colleagues or compulsive training), frequency of training, nature of training (e.g. formal 
or informal), benefits of training (e.g. short term or long-term) and overall satisfaction of training 
experience—were entered. In the third step, all fours predictors—including training 
opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for training, and opportunity to use 
training—were added. In the fourth step, the moderator (i.e., training self-efficacy) was entered 
to the model to see its effect. In the final model, the interaction terms were added. Steps 1 to 3 
are already discussed in the above section. Step 4 and Step 5 are discussed in detail below.  
Affective commitment. In the fourth model, training efficacy was added to the remaining 
variables (see Table 48). For affective commitment, the model collectively explained a variance 
of 34.7% in affective commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 3.68. The 
results indicated no significant relationship (b = .16, p > .05) between training efficacy 
(moderator) and affective commitment. Hence, it cannot be established that training self-efficacy 
will moderate the relationship between independent variables and affective commitment.   
Table 48 
Moderator Training Self-efficacy and Predicting Affective Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Intercept .09 -.46 -.31 -.33 
Gender .19 .27* .26* .26* 
Years in bank (3 - 5) -.33 -.79* -.82* -.81* 
Compulsory training  .34** .33** .31* 
Training held (Both)  .39* .36* .38* 
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Table 48 Continued  
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Training opportunities   .12 .07 
Supervisor support training    .05 .05 
Peer support training   .02 -.02 
Opportunities to use training   .06 .01 
Training Self Efficacy     .16 
     
R2 .18*** .31*** .34*** .34*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
Continuance commitment. In the fourth model for continuance commitment, training 
self-efficacy was added to the remaining variables ( Table 49). For continuance commitment, the 
model collectively explained a variance of 69.6% in continuance commitment, which was 
statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 15.88. The results indicated significant relationships exist 
between continuance commitment and both training opportunities (b = .19, p < .01) and 
opportunities to use training (b = .28, p < .01). However, no significant relationship (b = .11, p > 
.05) exists between the training self-efficacy (moderator) and continuance commitment.  
In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 71.3% (an incremental variance of 1.7% in continuance 
commitment) which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 15.52. The results indicated a 
significant relationship between training opportunities (b = .26, p < .001) and continuance 
commitment. The training self-efficacy which was insignificant in the last model also showed a 
significant relationship (b = .19, p < .01). The interactions between training opportunities * 
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training self-efficacy was also found to be significant (b = .20, p < .01). This result showed that 
training self-efficacy moderated the relationship between training opportunities and continuance 
commitment. The other predictor, opportunities to use training, has been a significant (b = .25, p < 
.01) predictor of continuance commitment. However, the interaction terms opportunity to use 
training * training self-efficacy (b = -.07, p > .05) did not suggest a significant relationship.  
Table 49 
Moderator Training Self-efficacy and Predicting Continuance Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 
Model 5 
Intercept -.23 -.44 -.00 .09 -.02 
Age (21 – 25) -.85** -.66* -.48* -.52* -.56* 
Age (26 – 30) -.83*** -.64** -.42* -.43* -.42* 
Age (31 – 35) -1.17*** -.79*** -.54** -.56** -.54** 
Age (36 – 40) -.35 -.35* -.33* -.34* -.325* 
Motivation to attend (Colleagues)  -.29* -.27* .08 -.22 
Training opportunities   .22** .19** .26*** 
Supervisor support training    .12 .12 .11 
Peer support training   -.00 -.03 -.09 
Opportunities to use training   .32*** .28** .25** 
Training Self Efficacy     .11 .19** 
TROPXTSEFF     .20** 
SSTXTSEFF     .00 
PSTXTSEFF     .00 
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Table 49 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 
Model 5 
OTUTXTSEFF     -.07 
      
R2 .37*** .54*** .69** .69*** .71*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
Normative commitment. In the fourth model for normative commitment, training efficacy 
was added to the remaining variables (see Table 50). For normative commitment, the model 
collectively explained a variance of 64.6% in normative commitment, which was statistically 
significant at F(42, 291) = 12.64. The results indicated significant relationships exist between 
supervisory support for training (b = .26 p < .01) and normative commitment. However, no 
significant relationship (b = .11, p >.05) exists between the training self-efficacy (moderator) and 
normative commitment.  
In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 65.1% (an incremental variance of 0.05% in normative 
commitment) which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 11.63. The results indicated a 
significant relationship between supervisory support for training (b = .32, p < .001) and normative 
commitment. Training self-efficacy, however, did not hold a significant relationship (b = .04, p > 
.05) with normative commitment. Also interaction terms—e.g., supervisory support for training * 
training self-efficacy (b = .13, p > .05)—suggested no significant relationship.  
Thus, hypothesis (H6a) was only partially supported.  
 144  
 
Table 50 
Moderator Training Self-efficacy and Predicting Normative Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Intercept -.45 -.95** -.64* -.64* -.67* 
Years in organization (< 1) .20 .28 .54* .54* .49 
Years in organization (1 - 4) .55 .62* .76** .76** .74** 
Years in organization (5 - 8) .72** .54* .64** .64** .63** 
Position (others) -.46* -.46* -.38 -.38 -.25 
Position (Relationship officer) -.35* -.27 -.25 -.25 -.22 
Department (other) -.61** -.51* -.41* -.41* -.44* 
Department (Corporate) -.43** -.35* -.24* -.24* .25* 
Training opportunities   .13 .13 .14 
Supervisor support training   .26** .26** .32** 
Peer support training   .09 .09 .02 
Opportunity to use training   .11 .11 .06 
Training Self Efficacy    -.00 .04 
TROPXTSEFF     .06 
SSTXTSEFF     .13 
PSTXTSEFF     -.05 
OTUTXTSEFF     -.10 
R2 .40*** .53*** .64** .64*** .65*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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H6b: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables 
and organizational commitment will be moderated by training motivation.  
Affective commitment. In the fourth model, training motivation, was added to the 
remaining variables (see Table 51).  The model collectively explained a variance of 35.1% in 
affective commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 3.74. The results 
indicated a significant relationship (b = .16, p < .05) between training motivation (moderator) 
and affective commitment. However, no relationship was found between the main predictors and 
affective commitment.  
In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 35.8% in affective commitment, which was statistically 
significant at F(46, 287) = 3.48. The results indicated a significant relationship (b = .17, p <.05) 
between training motivation (moderator) and affective commitment. In terms of predictors and 
interaction terms, none of them were found to have significant relationship with affective 
commitment. Hence, it cannot be established that training motivation will moderate the 
relationship between main predictor and affective commitment.  
Table 51 
Moderator Training Motivation and Predicting Affective Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 .09 -.46 -.31 -.22 -.23 
Gendera .19 .27* .26* .29* .29 
Years in bank (3 - 5) -.33 -.79* -.82* -.79 -.71 
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Table 51 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 .09 -.46 -.31 -.22 -.23 
Compulsory training  .34** .33** .31* .30* 
Training held (Both)  .39* .36* .36* .37* 
Training opportunities   .12 .08 .07 
Supervisor support training    .05 .04 .13 
Peer support training   .02 .00 -.07 
Opportunities to use training   .06 .01 .03 
Training Motivation    .16* .17* 
TROPXTMOT     -.04 
SSTXTMOT     .20 
PSTXTMOT     -.15 
OTUTXTMOT     -.01 
      
R2 .18*** .31*** .34** .35*** .35*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
Continuance commitment. In the fourth model for continuance commitment, training 
motivation was added to the remaining variables ( Table 52). For continuance commitment, the 
model collectively explained a variance of 70.5% in continuance commitment, which was 
statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 16.55. The results indicated significant relationships exist 
between continuance commitment and both training opportunities (b = .18, p <.01) and 
opportunities to use training (b = .27, p <.01). Hence, a significant relationship (b = .18, p <.01) 
exists between the training motivation (moderator) and continuance commitment.  
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In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 71.8% (an incremental variance of 1.3% in continuance 
commitment), which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 15.91. The results indicated a 
significant relationship between training opportunities (b = .24, p < .001) and continuance 
commitment. The training motivation also showed a significant relationship (b = .24, p < .01). 
The interaction between training opportunities * training motivation was also found to be 
significant (b = .18, p <.01).  
This result showed that training motivation moderated the relationship between training 
opportunities and continuance commitment. While the other predictor, opportunities to use 
training, has been a significant (b = .22, p < .01) predictor of continuance commitment, the 
interaction (opportunity to use training * training motivation) (b = -.03, p >.05) was not a 
significant.  
Table 52 
Moderator Training Motivation and Predicting Continuance Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Intercept -.23 -.44 -.00 .09 -.23 
Age (21 – 25) -.85** -.66* -.48* -.51* .29 
Age (26 – 30) -.83*** -.64** -.42* -.41* -.71 
Age (31 – 35) -1.17*** -.79*** -.54** -.55* .30* 
Age (36 – 40) -.35 -.35* -.33* -.32* .37* 
Motivation to attend (Colleagues)  -.29* -.27* -.21 .07 
Training opportunities   .22** .18** .24** 
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Table 52 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Supervisor support training    .12 .10 .06 
Peer support training   -.00 -.02 -.01 
Opportunities to use training   .32*** .27** .22** 
Training Motivation    .18** .24*** 
TROPXTMOT     .18* 
SSTXTMOT     -.11 
PSTXTMOT     .07 
OTUTXTMOT     -.03 
      
R2 .37*** .54*** .69*** .70*** .71*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
Normative commitment. In the fourth model for normative commitment, training 
motivation was added to the remaining variables (Table 53). For normative commitment, the 
model collectively explained a variance of 65.8% in normative commitment, which was 
statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 13.22. The results indicated significant relationships exist 
between normative commitment and both supervisory support for training (b = .25, p <.01) and 
training motivation (moderator) (b = .18, p <.05).  
In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 66.5% (an incremental variance of 0.7% in normative 
commitment), which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 12.33. The results indicated a 
significant relationship between supervisory support for training (b = .21, p <.001) and normative 
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commitment. While training motivation held a significant relationship (b = .22, p <.05) with 
normative commitment, the interaction term (supervisory support for training * training 
motivation) (b = -.40, p >.05) did not. On the other hand, a significant relationship exists between 
the interaction term peer support for training * training motivation (b = .22, p <.05) and normative 
commitment, which supports that training motivation moderates the relationship between peer 
support for training and normative commitment. Thus, hypothesis (H6b) was only partially 
supported.  
Table 53 
Moderator Training Motivation and Predicting Normative Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 -.45 -.95** -.64* -.54 -.57 
Years in organization (< 1) .20 .28 .54* .51* .44 
Years in organization (1 - 4) .55 .62* .76** .72* .69* 
Years in organization (5 - 8) .72** .54* .64** .65* .63* 
Position (others) -.46* -.46* -.38 -.43* .35* 
Position (Relationship officer) -.35* -.27 -.25 -.26* .24 
Department (other) -.61** -.51* -.41* .18** -.40* 
Department (Corporate) -.43** -.35* -.24* .10 -.18 
Training opportunities   .13 .09 .07 
Supervisor support training   .26** .25** .21* 
Peer support training   .09 .06 .11 
Opportunity to use training   .11 .05 .01 
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Table 53 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 -.45 -.95** -.64* -.54 -.57 
Opportunity to use training   .11 .05 .01 
Training Motivation    .18** .22* 
TROPXTMOT     -.07 
SSTXTMOT     -.040 
PSTXTMOT     .22* 
OTUTXTMOT     -.01 
R2 .40*** .53*** .64** .65*** .66*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
H6c: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables 
and organizational commitment will be moderated by training retention.  
Affective commitment. In the fourth model, training retention, was added to the 
remaining variables (see Table 54). The model collectively explained a variance of 34.2% in 
affective commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 3.60. The results 
indicated no significant relationship (b = -.03, p >.05) exists between training retention 
(moderator) and affective commitment. Similarly, no significant relationship was found between 
the main predictors and affective commitment. Hence, it cannot be established that training 
retention will moderate the relationship between main predictors and affective commitment. 
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Table 54 
Moderator Training Retention and Predicting Affective Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 .09 -.46 -.31 -.33 
Gendera .19 .274* .26* .29* 
Years in bank (3 - 5) -.33 -.79* -.82* -.79* 
Compulsory training  .34** .33** .33** 
Training held (Both)  .39* .36* .36* 
Training opportunities   .12 .13 
Supervisor support training    .05 .06 
Peer support training   .02 .02 
Opportunities to use training   .06 .07 
Training retention    -.03 
     
R2 .18*** .31*** .34** .34*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Continuance commitment. In the fourth model for continuance commitment, training 
retention was added to the remaining variables (see Table 55). For continuance commitment, the 
model collectively explained a variance of 69.6% in continuance commitment, which was 
statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 15.83. The results indicated significant relationships exist 
between continuance commitment and both training opportunities (b = .20, p <.01) and 
opportunities to use training (b = .30, p < 0.01). However, no significant relationship (b = .07, p 
>.05) was found between training retention (moderator) and continuance commitment.  
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In the final model (Model 5), interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The 
model collectively explained a variance of 70.5% (an incremental variance of 0.9% in 
continuance commitment), which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 14.92. The results 
indicated a significant relationship between training opportunities (b = .28, p <.001) and 
continuance commitment. Both the training retention (moderator) and interactions between 
training opportunities * training retention showed a significant relationship, (b = .13, p < .01) and 
(b = .160, p <.01), respectively 
This result showed that training retention moderated the relationship between training 
opportunities and continuance commitment. While the other predictor, opportunities to use 
training, has been a significant (b = .25, p <.01) predictor of continuance commitment, the 
interaction terms opportunity to use training * training retention (b = -.10, p > .05) suggested no 
significant relationship.  
Table 55 
Moderator Training Retention and Predicting Continuance Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Intercept -.23 -.44 -.00 .09 -.23 
Age (21 – 25) -.85** -.66* -.48* -.48* -.56* 
Age (26 – 30) -.83*** -.64** -.42* -.40* -.47* 
Age (31 – 35) -1.17*** -.79*** -.54** -.52** -.55* 
Age (36 – 40) -.35 -.35* -.33* -.33* -.33* 
Motivation to attend (Colleagues)  -.29* -.27* -.28* -.24 
Training opportunities   .22** .22** .28*** 
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Table 55 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Supervisor support training    .12 .12 .14 
Peer support training   -.00 -.00 -.07 
Opportunities to use training   .32*** .32 .25** 
Training retention    .22 .13* 
TROPXTRETN     .16* 
SSTXTRETN     .02 
PSTXTRETN     .00 
OTUTXTRETN     -.10 
      
R2 .37*** .54*** .69*** .69*** .70*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
Normative commitment. In the fourth model for normative commitment, training 
retention was added to the remaining variables (see Table 56). For normative commitment, the 
model collectively explained a variance of 64.7% in normative commitment, which was 
statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 12.70. The results indicated a significant relationship 
between supervisory support for training (b = .25, p < .01) and normative commitment. 
However, no significant relationship (b = .05, p > 0.05) exists between the training retention 
(moderator) and normative commitment.  
In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 64.9% (an incremental variance of 0.02% in normative 
commitment), which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 11.55. The results indicated a 
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significant relationship between supervisory support for training (b =.31, p <.001) and normative 
commitment. The training retention still held a non-significant (b = .07, p >.05) relationship with 
normative commitment, similarly to the interaction term supervisory support for training * 
training motivation (b = .11, p >.05). Likewise, no significant relationship was been found 
between other interaction terms and normative commitment. Thus, hypothesis (H6c) was only 
partially supported. 
Table 56 
Moderator Training Retention and Predicting Normative Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 -.45 -.95** -.64* -.54 -.66 
Years in organization (< 1) .20 .28 .54* .53** .50 
Years in organization (1 - 4) .55 .62* .76** .77** .74* 
Years in organization (5 - 8) .72** .54* .64** .65** .63* 
Position (others) -.46* -.46* -.38 -.41* -.36 
Position (Relationship officer) -.35* -.27 -.25 -.25* .24 
Department (other) -.61** -.51* -.41* .18** -.46* 
Department (Corporate) -.43** -.35* -.24* .10 -.26* 
Training opportunities   .136 .12 .12 
Supervisor support training   .26** .25** .31** 
Peer support training   .09 .08 .04 
Opportunity to use training   .11 .09 .07 
TRETN    .05 .07 
TROPXTRETN     -.01 
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Table 56 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
TROPXTRETN     -.01 
SSTXTRETN     .11 
PSTXTRETN     -.03 
OTUTXTRETN     -.04 
R2 .40*** .53*** .64** .64*** .64*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
H6d: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables 
and organizational commitment will be moderated by perceived utility of training.  
Affective commitment. In the fourth model, perceived utility of training was added to the 
remaining variables (see Table 57). The model collectively explained a variance of 34.4% in 
affective commitment, which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 3.62. The results 
indicated no significant relationship (b = -.09, p >.05) between perceived utility of training 
(moderator) and affective commitment. Hence, it cannot be established that perceived utility of 
training will moderate the relationship between main predictors and affective commitment.   
Table 57 
Moderator Perceived Utility for Training Predicting Affective Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 .09 -.46 -.31 -.32 
Gender .19 .27* .26* .26* 
Years in bank (3 - 5) -.33 -.79* -.82* -.84* 
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Table 57 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Compulsory training  .34** .33** .34** 
Training held (Both)  .39* .36* .36* 
Training opportunities   .12 .14 
Supervisor support training    .05 .07 
Peer support training   .02 .04 
Opportunities to use training   .06 .09 
TUTL    -.09 
     
R2 .18*** .31*** .34** .34*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 
Continuance commitment. In the fourth model for continuance commitment, perceived 
utility of training was added to the remaining variables (see Table 58). For continuance 
commitment, the model collectively explained a variance of 70.1% in continuance commitment, 
which was statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 16.24. The results indicated significant 
relationships exist between continuance commitment and both training opportunities (b = .19, p 
<.01) and opportunities to use training (b = .27, p <.01). There is also a significant relationship (b 
= .17, p <.01) found between perceived utility of training (moderator) and continuance 
commitment. 
In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 72% (an incremental variance of 1.9% in continuance 
commitment), which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 16.05. The results indicated the 
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significant relationship between training opportunities (b = .24, p <.001) and continuance 
commitment. The perceived utility of training (moderator) also showed a significant relationship 
(b = .25, p < 0.01). The interaction between training opportunities * perceived utility of training 
was also found to be significant (b = .23, p <.01).  
This result confirmed that perceived utility of training moderated the relationship 
between training opportunities and continuance commitment. While the other predictor, 
opportunities to use training, has been a significant (b = .20, p <.01) predictor of continuance 
commitment, the interaction term opportunity to use training * perceived utility of training (b = -
.17, p >.05) did not suggest a significant relationship.  
Table 58 
Moderator Perceived Utility for Training Predicting Continuance Commitment 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Intercept -.23 -.44 -.00 .02 -.09 
Age (21 – 25) -.85** -.66* -.48* -.50* -.55* 
Age (26 – 30) -.83*** -.64** -.42* -.41* -.40* 
Age (31 – 35) -1.17*** -.79*** -.54** -.53** -.53** 
Age (36 – 40) -.35 -.35* -.33* -.34* -.31* 
Motivation to attend (Colleagues)  -.29* -.27* -.27* -.22 
Training opportunities   .22** .19** .24** 
Supervisor support training    .12 .10 .10 
Peer support training   -.00 -.04 -.06 
Opportunities to use training   .32*** .27** .20* 
Training Utility    .17** .25*** 
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Table 58 Continued 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Training Utility    .17** .25*** 
TROPXTUTL     .23** 
SSTXTUTL     .00 
PSTXTUTL     .06 
OTUTXTUTL     -.17 
      
R2 .37*** .54*** .69*** .70*** .72*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
 
Normative commitment. In the fourth model for normative commitment, perceived utility 
of training was added to the remaining variables (see Table 59). For normative commitment, the 
model collectively explained a variance of 65.7% in normative commitment, which was 
statistically significant at F(42, 291) = 13.25. The results indicated significant relationships exist 
between normative commitment and both supervisory support for training (b = .24, p < .01) and 
the perceived utility of training (moderator) (b = .21, p < .01).  
In the final model, interaction terms were added to the rest of the variables. The model 
collectively explained a variance of 66.1% (an incremental variance of 0.05% in normative 
commitment), which was statistically significant at F(46, 287) = 12.14. The results indicated a 
significant relationship between supervisory support for training (b =.30, p < .001) and normative 
commitment. The perceived utility of training also was found to have a significant relationship (b 
= .25, p <.01) with normative commitment. The interaction term supervisory support for training 
* perceived utility of training (b = .14, p >.05) suggested not significant relationship. Similarly, 
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no significant relationship was found between other interaction terms and normative commitment. 
Thus, hypothesis (H6d) was only partially supported. 
Table 59 
Moderator Perceived Utility for Training Predicting Normative Commitment 
 
 Coefficient Estimates  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 -.45 -.95** -.64* -.60 -.60 
Years in organization (< 1) .20 .28 .54* .51 .50 
Years in organization (1 - 4) .55 .62* .76** .71** .69** 
Years in organization (5 - 8) .72** .54* .64** .62** .61** 
Position (others) -.46* -.46* -.38 -.43* -.37 
Position (Relationship officer) -.35* -.27 -.25 -.25* -.26 
Department (other) -.61** -.51* -.41* -.41* -.44* 
Department (Corporate) -.43** -.35* -.24* .-21 -.22 
Training opportunities   .13 .09 .08 
Supervisor support training   .26** .24** .30** 
Peer support training   .09 .04 .02 
Opportunity to use training   .111 .05 -.00 
Training Utility    .21** .21** 
TROPXTUTL     -.02 
SSTXTUTL     .14 
PSTXTUTL     .01 
OTUTXTUTL     -.10 
R2 .40*** .53*** .64** .65*** .66*** 
Note: n = 334. ; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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Summary 
In general, the results indicate no significant relationship between work environment 
support for training variables and affective commitment. While training opportunities and 
opportunity to use training were found to be significantly related to continuance commitment, 
supervisory support for training significantly related to normative commitment.  
More specifically, training opportunities is only found to be related to continuance 
commitment. Hence H1 was partially supported (see Table 60). Supervisory support for training 
has only found to be related to normative commitment. Hence H2 was partially supported. There 
is no significant relationship found between peer support for training and organizational 
commitment. Hence H3 was not supported. Opportunities to use training has only been found to 
be related to normative commitment. Hence H4 was partially supported. In terms of mediating 
relationship, it cannot be established that training transfer mediated the relationship between 
work environment support variables (independent variables) and organizational commitment. 
Thus, hypothesis (H5) was not supported. In terms of moderation analyses, all of four 
moderators—e.g., training self-efficacy, training motivation, training retention, and perceived 
utility for training—were found to moderate a relationship between training opportunities and 
continuance commitment. Only training motivation was found to moderate the relationship 
between peer support for training and normative commitment. More specifically, training self-
efficacy was found to moderate the relationship between training opportunities and continuance 
commitment (see Table 60). Hence H6a was partially supported. The training motivation was 
found to moderate the relationship between training opportunities and continuance commitment. 
The training motivation was also found to moderate the relationship between peer support for 
training and normative commitment. Hence H6b was partially supported. The training retention 
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was found to moderate the relationship between training opportunities and continuance 
commitment. Hence H6c was partially supported. The perceived utility of training also found to 
moderate the relationship between training opportunities and continuance commitment. Hence 
H6d was partially supported 
Table 60 
The Results of Hypotheses Testing for this Study 
Hypothesis Organization commitment Result 
H1: Training opportunities will be positively 
related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Supported 
Normative Not supported 
H2: Supervisory support for training will be 
positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Not supported 
Normative Supported 
H3: Peer support for training will be positively 
related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Not supported 
Normative Not supported 
H4: Opportunity to use training will be positively 
related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Supported 
Normative Not supported 
H5: Training transfer mediates the relationship 
between work environment support for 
training variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment. 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Not supported 
Normative Not supported 
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Table 60 Continued 
Hypothesis Organization commitment Result 
H6a: The relationship between all work 
environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will 
be moderated by training self-efficacy. 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Supported 
Normative Not supported 
H6b: The relationship between all work 
environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will 
be moderated by training motivation 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Supported 
Normative Supported 
H6c: The relationship between all work 
environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will 
be moderated by training retention.  . 
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Supported 
Normative Not supported 
H6d: The relationship between all work 
environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will 
be moderated by perceived utility of training .  
Affective Not supported 
Continuance Supported 
Normative Not supported 




This chapter discusses and contextualizes this research’s findings in light of existing 
literature on training and organizational commitment. In the first section, the findings of the 
hypotheses are discussed. Second, the theoretical and practical implications of these findings are 
discussed. The final section presents the limitations and recommendations from this research as 
well as some possible future avenues for other research. 
Findings 
This study investigated the relationships between work environment support variables 
for training and organizational commitment in Pakistan’s banking sector. Further, it explored 
whether training transfer mediates the relationship between work environment support variables 
for training and organizational commitment and whether trainees’ characteristics can moderate 
the relationship between work environment support for training variables and organizational 
commitment. As such, following hypotheses guided this study:  
H1: Training opportunities will be positively related to employees’ organizational commitment.  
H2: Supervisory support for training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
H3: Peer support for training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
H4: Opportunity to use training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment. 
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H5: Training transfer mediates the relationship between work environment support for training 
variables and employees’ organizational commitment. 
H6a: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training self-efficacy. 
H6b: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training motivation. 
H6c: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by perceived utility of training. 
H6d: The relationship between all work environment support for training variables and 
employees’ organizational commitment will be moderated by training retention.  
A large bank (Bank B) in Pakistan with more than 14,000 employees was selected for 
data collection. The bank offered many formal and informal training opportunities to their 
employees. These programs ranged from training in the areas of regulatory changes, operations 
training, and compliance training to summer internship programs, management trainee 
programs, and retail branch officers’ programs. A web-based survey questionnaire was used to 
collect the data from the employees’ working in banking sector of Pakistan. The questionnaire 
was based on pre-developed and validated instruments. The survey was sent to 800 employees 
working at Bank B in Punjab province. The 334 completed data sets were used in the analysis.  
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H1: Training opportunities will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment  
The results of the correlational analysis revealed that training opportunities established a 
positive moderate relationship with affective commitment and a positive strong relationship 
with continuance commitment and normative commitment. However, results from the 
hierarchical regression showed that training opportunities significantly related only to 
continuance commitment and not affective or normative commitment. 
In terms of continuance commitment, the finding confirms the results from several 
previous studies. However, it should be noted that most of the previous studies found a very 
weak to no relationship between training opportunities and continuance commitment (Newman 
et al , 2011).  Contrary to the literature, however, the finding of this study revealed that training 
opportunities are important for banking employees in Bank B in Pakistan. The positive link 
between training opportunities and continuance commitment can be explained by the fact that 
most banking employees holding similar positions have similar salary structures and enjoy 
similar growth opportunities. Therefore, salary and compensation may not be the only enabler 
for them to switch or stay in their organization. These employees may perceive it a sacrifice to 
leave an employer that has invested in their development (Gillet & Vandenberghe, 2014). As 
such, employees can consider leaving the organization as a high cost (Bartlett & Kang, 2004; 
Newman, Thanacoody & Hui, 2012). 
As mentioned earlier, this finding contradicts extant literature where multiple studies 
found a significant relationship between training opportunities and employees’ affective 
commitment and normative commitment (Ahmad & Bakar; 2003; Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & 
Kang, 2004; Newman, Thanacoody & Hui, 2012). This lack of relationship could result from a 
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number of factors. First is the involuntary nature of trainings that are delivered in the banking 
sector. It has been noted earlier that front-end employees mostly go through standardized 
training. The banking employees are not different. Some of the training includes “Electronic 
Fund Transfer (EFT) Regulations,” “Branch Internal Procedures for Payment & Collection of 
Cheques- SBP Guidelines, and “How to Identify Forged Signatures” (The Institute of Banker, 
2018). The standardized and compulsory nature of these training may not influence banking 
employees’ motivation to learn, a construct found to be related to affective commitment 
(Bartlett, 2001; Ahmed & Bakar 2003). 
Second, it was claimed that training opportunities are differentiable from participation in 
training (Bartlett, 2001; Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014). Training opportunities are just the first 
step of an employees’ participation in the training. The past study noted that in Pakistan’s 
banking sector, HR departments distribute the training calendar within departments (Obaid, 
2013). This effectively makes employee attendance dependent on the will of the departmental 
heads, considered as one of the most cost-effective strategies for selecting candidates. However, 
the department heads mostly selected already well-performing employees who would not take 
full advantage of the training programs. This selection criterion does not attract the wider 
employee base, such that the most deserved employees for training may not be able to attend the 
training program, resulting in lack of observable relationship with normative commitment 
(Newman et al., 2011). 
H2: Supervisory support for training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment 
The second hypothesis explored the relationship between supervisory support of training 
and all the dimensions of organizational commitment. Past studies have found that supervisory 
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support for training is an important variable for participation in training (Salas et al., 2012) and 
training transfer (Tian et al., 2016). This is the main reason for assuming that supervisory 
support for training can also influence employee organizational commitment.  
Results from the correlation analysis showed that supervisory support for training 
moderately and positively related to affective commitment and strongly and positively related to 
continuance and normative commitment. However, hierarchical regression showed that 
supervisory support for training was significantly related only to normative commitment. This 
finding partially confirms the result of several previous findings (Ahmed & Bakar 2003; Bartlett 
2001; Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014; Noe and Wilk 1993).  
This positive relationship can be explained by the fact that these banking employees 
view supervisors as the face of the organization. This is why, when the employees received 
supervisory support for training, they perceived it as an organizational support and deemed it an 
obligation to return by remaining in the organization (Vandenberghe, Bentein, & Stinglhamber, 
2004; Yang, Sanders, & Bumatay, 2012). Joo, Yoon, and Jeung (2012) suggested that 
employees feel more committed to their organization when supervisors (mangers or leaders) 
support their approaches to problem solving and stimulate their intellectual curiosity. This 
seems to be in line with the argument that normative commitment is more related to 
organizational support (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014).  
The collectivist culture of Pakistan also provides a lens for viewing this finding. It has 
been suggested that employees of collectivist societies exhibit more normative commitment. For 
example, Singh and Mohanty (2011), in their study of Indian public sector employees, found 
that employee participation and organizational commitment is moderated by cultural values 
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(individualistic vs collectivist). Similarly, Ahmed and Baker (2003) attributed a collectivist 
stamp to the culture of Malaysia after finding a positive relationship between training support 
and organizational commitment. 
Accordingly, this finding contradicts the extant literature, where multiple studies find a 
significant relationship between supervisory support for training and employees’ affective 
commitment (Ahmad & Bakar; 2003; Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & Kang, 2004; Newman, 
Thanacoody & Hui, 2012). This lack of relationship could result because of the standardized 
nature of training in Pakistan’s banking sector. As discussed earlier, the nature of banking work 
in Pakistan requires every employee to go through this standardized training. Supervisory 
support for training has been mostly associated with influencing employees’ decision to attend 
the training program. The mandatory and standardized nature of training, however, leaves less 
room for supervisors’ support. Similarly, the relevance of the training program is also an 
important variable that can alter the relationship and has been found to be significantly related 
to organizational commitment (Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014). 
A training program specifically designed to fulfill the needs of a treasury department 
may not play an important role in manipulating the level of organizational commitment in 
customer services departments and vice versa. Choi, Cheong and Feinberg (2012), in their study 
of front line (call center) employees, noted that the supervisors’ support has some limitations in 
terms of mitigating the adverse effects of job burnout and turnover. A similar limitation is valid 
for this study. Also, this study also failed to establish a relationship between training 
opportunities and employees’ affective commitment, which suggests that employees’ perception 
of training as whole did not influence employee affective commitment.  
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H3: Peer support for training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment 
The third hypothesis explored the relationship between peer support of training and the 
three dimensions of organizational commitment. Results from the present study’s correlation 
analysis showed that peer support for training is moderately related to affective commitment 
and strongly related to continuance and normative commitment. However, hierarchical 
regression showed no significant relationship between peer support for training and all three 
dimensions of employee organizational commitment. This finding contradicts studies that found 
peer support for training influenced employee organizational commitment (Newman, 
Thanacoody & Hui, 2011).  
The results of this study can be analyzed through the lens of peer relationships in the 
workplace. Previous studies implied that such workplace relationships are based on the social 
currency that employees use to establish themselves and progress in their organization 
(Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). The extant literature, for instance, has explored whether (and, in 
some instances, found support that) coworker relationships relate to employee job satisfaction 
and organizational commitment (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). Sias (2006) identified factors—
such as work related problems and/or personal life events—that link peers closer to one another. 
In training related literature, peer support for training has been shown to influence transfer even 
in negative work environments (Martin, 2010). Examined through this lens, while peer support 
for training may help employees to perform better, it does not yet guarantee their loyalty to the 
organization. It has also been suggested that having friends in the workplace (as peers) may help 
to prevent employees from leaving an organization, but this does not yet establish if this also 
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links employee job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Sias & Cahill, 1998; Sias, 
2006). 
H4: Opportunity to use training will be positively related to employees’ organizational 
commitment 
The fourth hypothesis explored the relationship between the opportunity to use training 
and the three dimensions of organizational commitment. Results of the correlation analysis 
showed that opportunity to use training is moderately related to affective commitment and 
strongly related to continuance and normative commitment. Hierarchical regression only 
showed a significant relationship between opportunity to use training and continuance 
commitment. In the context of this study, this implies that banking employees provided an 
opportunity to use training deemed leaving their organization as a high cost.  
While scholars have explored the relationship between social support for training and 
organizational commitment (Bartlett, 2001; Bartlett & Kang 2004), no previous studies to the 
author’s knowledge have explored opportunity to use training as an influence on organizational 
commitment. The present findings add new knowledge to the training and organizational 
commitment literature. While the finding failed to establish the relationship between 
opportunity to use training and affective and normative commitment, this can be further 
elucidated through the lens of an organization learning culture viewpoint.  
In organizational learning culture, learning is embedded in work such that employees are 
empowered to set up their own learning goals and what they are accountable for (Marsick & 
Watkins, 2003). Given the volunteer nature of training, employees were not empowered to 
make decision about their learning. Similarly, standardized job routines in banking provide less 
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room to embed learning in the work. In terms of influencing employees affective commitment, 
banks have an opportunity to create and sustain a culture conducive to learning. For this, 
banking administrators could empower employees to make decisions about their own learning. 
The employees could choose the training which helps them to achieve their career prospects. At 
the same time, there is a need to redesign jobs such that learning is embedded in the job.  
H5: Training transfer mediates the relationship between work environment support for 
training variables and employees’ organizational commitment 
The fifth hypothesis explored whether training transfer mediates the relationship 
between work environment support variables and organizational commitment. The four-step 
approach described by Baron and Kenny (1986), which utilizes a series of regression model 
estimations, tested this hypothesis. The results showed that training transfer did not mediate the 
relationship between work environment support variables and organizational commitment . In 
the context of this study, this suggests that organizational commitment by banking employees is 
not dependent on employees’ learning job-related competencies and even having the ability to 
apply it . Hashmi and Naqvi (2012), in their study of Pakistan’s banking sector, also concluded 
that employees’ competence in performing tasks did not significantly increase their 
organizational commitment.  
The following factors may contribute to this finding. First, it has been found that 
Pakistan’s employees are often interested in employers that can offer them job security 
(Abdullah & Ramay, 2012). Traditionally, Pakistan’s banking sector has been considered very 
attractive from a job security viewpoint. Bank B is also among the oldest banks in Pakistan and, 
as such, may offer a compelling sense of job security (as long as employees have adequate job 
performance). Second, pay satisfaction is also important for employees working in Pakistan’s 
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job market. Pakistan, being a developing country, offers fewer job alternatives. Employees with 
family responsibilities are often looking for job stability and pay satisfaction to meet their needs 
(Chughtai & Zafar, 2006). Past studies conducted in Pakistan found job security and pay 
satisfaction (Abdullah & Ramay, 2012), direct participation (Bhatti, Nawab, & Akbar, 2012), 
and job rotation (Khan, Rasli, Abid-ur-Rahman, & Khan, 2014) as antecedents of employees’ 
organizational commitment. Other studies found autonomy (Hunjra, Chani, Aslam, Azam, & 
Kashif- Ur-Rehman, 2010) and pay, promotion, and reward (Kamal & Hanif, 2010) as possible 
antecedents of job satisfaction. These studies (as discussed above) shed light on the nature of 
exchange relationship between Pakistan’s banks and their employees. As long as Pakistan’s 
banks provide their employees with job security, pay satisfaction and adequate working 
condition, they tend to remain satisfied and committed.  
H6a: The relationship between all work environment support variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment will be moderated by training self-efficacy  
Past studies have identified training self-efficacy as an antecedent to training transfer 
(Baron & Morin, 2009; Park et al., 2016). It has been maintained that trainees with high self-
efficacy are more likely to apply the training as opposed to trainees with low training self-
efficacy. However, training self-efficacy alone is not enough to transfer the training content 
(Sookhai & Budworth, 2010). Work environment support also has a potential to influence 
trainees’ confidence in learned skills (Peters et al., 1985; Simosi, 2012; Sookhai & Budworth, 
2010). The hypothesis (H6a) explored whether training self-efficacy moderates the relationship 
between work environment support variables and organizational commitment. The results 
showed that training self-efficacy moderates the relationship between training opportunities and 
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continuance commitment. The results showed a weak relationship with employees with low 
training self-efficacy and a strong relationship with employees with high training self-efficacy.  
In the banking context of this study, training opportunities (the work environment 
support variable) was found to affect training self-efficacy. That is, employees with higher self-
efficacy believe that, once they are provided with training opportunities, they will perform 
better, which results in exhibiting more organizational commitment. This is consistent with a 
meta-analysis that concluded that individuals with lower self-efficacy believe that they will be 
unable to improve their performance and will be more likely to leave (Zimmerman & Darnold, 
2009).   
H6b: The relationship between all work environment support variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment will be moderated by training motivation 
The hypothesis (H6b) explored whether training motivation moderates the relationship 
between work environment support variables and organizational commitment. The results 
indicated that training motivation moderates the relationship between training opportunities and 
continuance commitment, with high training motivation having a strong relationship between 
training opportunities and continuance commitment and low training motivation having a 
weaker relationship. Further, training motivation moderates the relationship between peer 
support for training and normative commitment, with high training motivation having a strong 
relationship between peer support and normative commitment and low training motivation 
having a weaker relationship. These findings add new knowledge to the training literature. No 
studies to the author’s knowledge have explored the moderating effect of training motivation on 
the relationship between work environment support variables and organizational commitment.  
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Chiaburu and Marinova (2005) found that peer support was significantly related to 
training motivation and skill transfer and also noted a stronger positive relationship with skill 
transfer than training motivation. The study concluded that the trainee perceptions of peer 
support helped to influence their motivation to learn the content of the training program. In 
another study, social interactions with peers (peer support) were recognized as enablers for 
learner training motivation and that training motivation was found to mediate the relationship 
between social interactions with peers and course completion (Klein, Noe, & Wang, 2006). In 
another study, a continuous learning culture was found to positively relate to training motivation 
(Chiaburu & Tekleab, 2005). The finding of this study reiterates the pivotal importance that 
training motivation holds in training literature. This study found that the banking employees 
possessing  high training motivation believe that the greater the work environment support they 
receive (in terms of training opportunities and peer support for training) the more that 
strengthens their organizational commitment.   
H6c: The relationship between all work environment support variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment will be moderated by perceived utility of training 
Hypothesis H6c explored whether employees’ perceived utility of training moderates the 
relationship between work environment support variables and organizational commitment. The 
results confirmed that perceived utility of training moderates the relationship between training 
opportunities and continuance commitment, with high perceived utility of training showing a 
strong relationship between training opportunities and continuance commitment and low 
perceived utility of training showing a weaker relationship.  
Perceived utility of training is considered an important variable in training literature. 
Von Treuer, McHardy, and Earl (2013) found that both organizational commitment and 
 175  
 
perceived utility of training predict transfer motivation. The study concluded that perceived 
utility of training can play an important role in how predicting how much effort trainees exert 
toward transferring the content. This study found that the banking employees possessing high 
perceived utility of training tended to show increased organizational commitment. This finding 
suggests that training opportunities alone are not sufficient for organizational commitment. For 
retaining employees over the longer term, the banking sector needs to deliver meaningful 
training that both boosts employees’ confidence and also increases their performance    
H6d: The relationship between all work environment support variables and employees’ 
organizational commitment will be moderated by training retention 
Hypothesis H6d explored whether training retention moderates the relationship between 
work environment support variables and organizational commitment. The results indicated that 
training retention only moderates the relationship between training opportunities and 
continuance commitment, with high training retention showing a strong relationship with 
training opportunities and continuance commitment and low training retention showing a 
weaker relationship. Training retention is considered important in training transfer. Trainees 
must retain the training content in order to transfer the skills (Bhatti, Battour, Sundram, & 
Othman, 2013; Velada et al., 2007). This study similarly found that the banking employees 
possessing high training retention exhibit an increase in relationship between training 
opportunities and continuance organizational commitment. This result for training retention (M 
= 3.93, SD = .59) suggests that Bank B made necessary arrangements to increase training 
retention. Specifically, training design and social support for training are some of the possible 
factors that increase training retention (Bhatti, Ali, Isa, & Battour, 2014).  
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Conclusion 
The banking sector of Pakistan is the largest shareholder in the Pakistani service sector. 
After the privatization reforms, the banking sector of Pakistan has been transformed into a fast, 
competitive, and lucrative industry. Changes in the banking industry make it challenging for 
employees, as they are asked to increase the customer base while maintaining organizational 
loyalty.  
Although the growth of the banking sector has been phenomenal, there are concerns 
around sustaining this growth. On one side, while increased competition makes it one of the 
fastest growing sectors, reports of psychological problems for employees (including stress, 
strain, and anxiety) are increasing doubts whether or not the sector can maintain this growth 
pace. Previous studies have highlighted extreme work burdens, long working hours, long travel 
requirements, and termination of job contracts as some of the reasons for the psychological 
stresses facing employees. These psychological stressors also often result in job burnout, 
creating inefficiency, inadequate job performance, job dissatisfaction, and absenteeism 
(Babakus, Yavas, & Ashill, 2009).  
For this reason, organizational commitment figures prominently in change literature 
around restructuring (Bartlett & Kang, 2004; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Lines, 2005). The 
purpose of this study is to explore how the dimensions of workplace training—such as training 
opportunities, supervisory support for training, peer support for training, opportunities for use 
training—influence employees’ organizational commitment in Pakistan’s banking sector. It also 
explored not only whether training transfer mediates the relationship with work environment 
support variables and organizational commitment but also whether trainees’ characteristics 
moderated the relationship between those variables and organizational commitment. 
 177  
 
The main results of the this study are as follows: 
• Banking employees in a bank in Pakistan were not found to experience affective 
commitment; that is, no significant relationship was found between work 
environment support variables and affective commitment.  
• Rather, the study found a positive relationship between (i) training opportunities and 
continuance commitment, (ii) opportunity to use training and continuance 
commitment, and (iii) supervisory support for training and normative commitment.  
• All four trainee characteristic—e.g., training self-efficacy, training motivation and 
perceived utility of training and training retention—were found to moderate the 
relationship between training opportunities and continuance commitment. Training 
motivation also moderated the relationship between peer support for training and 
normative commitment.  
With respect to affective commitment, the results of this study should be interpreted 
with caution. After performing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the reverse coding factor in 
the affective organizational commitment scale has been used in further analysis. Meyer & 
Allen’s (1997) ACNS instrument has been criticized in the past for validity issues. Questions 
persist around the discriminant validity for affective and normative commitment and whether or 
not normative commitment should even be treated as a separate dimension (Bergman, 2006; 
Chang et al., 2007). Other scholars have critiqued a reverse coding factor in the affective 
commitment scale (Williams, Gavin, & Williams, 1996). That is, “reversing items is probably 
never a good way to address response bias” as it creates more confusion and/or increase 
respondent inattention (van Sonderen, Sanderman, & Coyne, 2013, p. 1).  
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No significant relationship has been found between training related variables and 
affective commitment among Bank B’s employees in Pakistan. The following factors may 
contribute to this finding. First, the banking sector is one of the most important source of the 
country’s gross domestic product (GDP). Second, being one of the largest employers in 
Pakistan, this sector remains attractive for employees. Lastly, a uniform pay structure across all 
officers in the same grade (level) (Obaid, 2013) may play a role as well. As far as the employees 
working in the banking sector, when they feel that they have a secure job with appropriate 
remuneration, they tend to feel more committed.  
Findings from this study also add new knowledge to the training and organizational 
commitment literature for continuance commitment. To a large extent, continuance commitment 
dimension has been less studied, or is absent, from the training and organizational commitment 
literature. For example, while Chambel and Sobral (2011), in their study of temporary workers, 
maintained that training can be used as an investment for temporary workers to make them stay 
in their organization, their study only used affective commitment as a possible outcome. 
Similarly, Chaudhuri and Bartlett (2014), in their study of training outsourcing and 
organizational commitment, used only affective and normative dimensions. Bulut and Culha 
(2010), in their study of hotel industry employees, explored the relationship between training 
and affective commitment.  
Most of these studies focused on affective commitment because of its relevance for 
predicting turnover and absenteeism (Bulut & Culha, 2010; Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014). 
Another reason for not using continuance commitment, however, involves the critique offered 
by several scholars regarding its theoretical uniqueness (Chaudhuri & Bartlett, 2014). In this 
study, however, the findings show positive relationships between continuance commitment and 
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both training opportunities and opportunity to use training in the context of a bank in Pakistan. 
The positive effect of work environment support variables on continuance commitment means 
that organizations can play an important role in influencing this commitment. In the context of 
this study, this can be interpreted as suggesting that when organizations invest in employees’ 
training and development, banking employees perceive it as a high cost to leave the 
organization. 
The relationship found in this study between the supervisory support for training and 
normative commitment is consistent with the literature (Bartlett, 2001; Bulut & Culha, 2010). It 
has been maintained that supervisor support should not be neglected for training given the 
proximity of supervisors to trainees. Trainees (employees) often need approval from their 
supervisors at every stage in the training process. Moreover, supervisors can influence not only 
employee decisions to attend training programs (Bartlett, 2001; Bulut & Culha, 2010) but also 
training motivation, which ultimately contributes to more employee effort to learn the training’s 
contents (Chiaburu & Tekleab, 2005), The importance of supervisory support for trainees’ 
transfer motivation and training transfer itself has also been emphasized (Schindler & 
Burkholder, 2014). 
Theoretical Contributions 
The findings of this study extend previous research and offer several theoretical 
contributions.  
Scholars have theorized that HRD activities, such as training, can (may) provide a basis 
for employee-organization exchange relationships (Song, Tsui, & Law, 2009). This study 
utilizes social exchange theory as a theoretical framework for understanding the relationship 
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between work environment support for training and employees’ organizational commitment. 
The findings of this study confirmed that the employees in Bank B perceived that the bank 
provided benefits (such as training opportunities, opportunities to use training and supervisory 
support for training ) as favors and felt obligated to reciprocate this favor. These employees 
reciprocated the favor by exhibiting continuance commitment and normative commitment (see 
Figure 2) . 
Accordingly, this moderating role of trainee characteristics also adds new knowledge to 
training and organizational commitment related literature. Nonetheless, very few previous 
studies have explored any moderating role of trainee characteristics on the relationship between 
training-related variables and organizational commitment. This study addresses this gap. The 
findings revealed that all of the four trainees characteristics studied—e.g., training self-efficacy, 
training motivation, training retention, and perceived utility for training—moderated the 
relationship between training opportunities and continuance commitment. As explained earlier, 
once employees have been provided with training-related opportunities, they can consider it a 
cost to leave their organization. In this study, it was found that stronger the trainees’ 
characteristics, the stronger the relationship between training opportunities and continuance 
commitment. It is important to note as well that trainee characteristics can go beyond transfer 
itself and exert an influence on employee decisions to remain within an organization. Future 











Figure 2. Hypotheses embedded in the SET framework 
  
Practical Implications in HRD 
Findings from this study have major implications for HRD practitioner in general and 
within Pakistan’s banking sector in particular. First, employers should not neglect the 
importance of training opportunities in the banking sector where the pay structures, benefits, 
and growth opportunities are static. Training opportunities not only give breathing space to the 
employees engaged in monotonous banking routines but at the same time help employees to 
remain with their organizations. 
Second, the banking supervisors should recognize their part in helping their subordinates 
to remain at the bank. Feedback and encouragement from them helps these employees to 
participate in training, be motivated in the training, and finally to transfer that training back to 
their workplace. In particular, training-related support gives the signal to subordinates that 
supervisors are truly committed to their development and want them to succeed. This is very 
important in a collectivist culture like Pakistan, where supervisor relationships with 
subordinates matter much more than the employment itself. In addition, feedback from 
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organization to conduct training-needs analyses for developing and designing customized 
training programs. 
This study adds to this stream by exploring the moderating effects of trainees’ 
characteristics on the relationship between work environment support for training variables and 
organization commitment. The results of this study found that all four trainees’ characteristics 
variables do moderate the relationship between training opportunities and continuance 
commitment. This supports the idea that employers should recognize the role of trainee 
characteristics for influencing organizational commitment. While training self-efficacy, training 
motivation, training retention, and perceived utility of training have been utilized as trainee 
characteristics in this study, two of the these variables (training self-efficacy and training 
motivation) have an inward focus, while the other two (training retention and perceived utility 
of training) have an outward focus. As such, training design and transfer design by employers 
can play an important role with respect to influencing perceived utility of training and training 
retention, respectively. 
Limitation and Future Studies 
There are several limitations in this study. First, its findings cannot be generalized across 
diverse contexts. Using convenience sampling from one of the largest banks in the Punjab 
province of Pakistan for data collection, the findings here may not be the same if conducted 
with a broader sample from other provinces or from other banks of the same size from the same 
province. Second, this single-method mode of data gathering represents a limitation of this 
study. Future studies might utilize multiple data gathering methods, including qualitative 
aspects like interviews or direct observation. Such research would likely further enhance the 
understanding of the relationship between training related variables and organizational 
 183  
 
commitment. Finally, more effort is needed to develop culturally sensitive instruments. While 
an appropriate instrument was used for data collection in this study, Meyer & Allen’s (1997) 
ACNS instrument remains subject to critiques of validity. Future studies may opt to utilize an 
organizational commitment instrument developed and tested in Asian contexts, as past studies 
have found potentially important differences; for example, that participants from Asian samples 
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APPENDIX B 
EMAIL INVITATION FOR PILOT STUDY 
Email Subject: Participate in Pilot Study of Pakistan Banking Sector   
 
Dear [Participant’s name] 
Hope this mail finds you well. My name is Muhammad Sohail Khan and I am a doctoral 
candidate in the College of Education. I am currently working on my dissertation titled 
“RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORK ENVIRONMENT SUPPORT AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT: THE MODERATING ROLE OF TRAINEES’ 
CHARACTERISTICS AND MEDIATING ROLE OF TRAINING TRANSFER: A STUDY OF 
PAKISTAN BANKING SECTOR”. I’m reaching out to the employees working Pakistan’s 
banking sector. I would like to understand whether the availability of trainig opportunities help 
the employees to stay in their organization.  
You are invited to participate in a research study. Your participation will be extremely helpful. 
The participation in this study is entirely voluntary. This survey should take approximately 10-15 
minutes to complete. After the completion of the survey I will like to schedule an online meeting 
with you via Skype. In the meeting, I want to discuss with you whether the survey questions are 
easy to understand, whether or not the wordings of the survey questions are appropriate, and 
most importantly the length of the survey. I will also welcome any other feedback which you 
think will help in carrying out my study. Once the survey will be modified, I will request a final 
meeting to ensure that you are satisfied with the modified survey.   
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Your participation will be strictly confidential. I will not share your identity or anything we 
discuss with anyone except my research team without your permission. 
 
Please let me know if you are interested by replying to this email. 
 
Your participation would be greatly appreciated! Please contact me via mskhan3@illinois.edu if 
you have any questions. I would be happy to answer any additional questions that you have. 
 
Sincerely, 
Muhammad S Khan 
Ph.D Candidate| Human Resource Development | College of Education 
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APPENDIX C 
EMAIL INVITATION FOR FULL STUDY 
 
Email Subject: Participate in Study of Pakistan Banking Sector   
 
Dear [Participant’s name] 
Hope this mail finds you well. My name is Muhammad Sohail Khan and I am a doctoral 
candidate in the College of Education. I am currently working on my dissertation titled 
“RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORK ENVIRONMENT SUPPORT AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT: THE MODERATING ROLE OF TRAINEES’ 
CHARACTERISTICS AND MEDIATING ROLE OF TRAINING TRANSFER: A STUDY OF 
PAKISTAN BANKING SECTOR”. I’m reaching out to the employees working Pakistan’s 
banking sector. I would like to understand whether the availability of trainig opportunities help 
the employees to stay in their organization.  
You are invited to participate in a research study. Your participation will be extremely helpful. 
The participation in this study is entirely voluntary. This survey should take approximately 10-15 
minutes to complete.  
Your participation will be strictly confidential. I will not share your identity or anything we 
discuss with anyone except my research team without your permission. 
Please let me know if you are interested by replying to this email. 
Your participation would be greatly appreciated! Please contact me via mskhan3@illinois.edu if 
you have any questions. I would be happy to answer any additional questions that you have. 
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Sincerely, 
Muhammad S Khan 
Ph.D Candidate| Human Resource Development | College of Education 
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APPENDIX D 
CONSENT LETTER TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
You are invited to participate in a research study titled “RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORK 
ENVIRONMENT SUPPORT AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT: THE 
MODERATING ROLE OF TRAINEES’ CHARACTERISTICS AND MEDIATING ROLE OF 
TRAINING TRANSFER: A STUDY OF PAKISTAN BANKING SECTOR”. The study is 
conducted by Muhammad Sohail Khan (doctoral student) and Dr. Wenhao David Huang 
(Professor) from the Human Resource Development department at the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign. Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. Please ask questions 
about anything you do not understand before deciding whether or not to participate.  
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY  
The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of how work environment support 
relates to employees’ organizational commitment in Pakistan’s banking sector. In addition, this 
study also explores the mediating role of training transfer and moderating role of trainees’ 
characteristics on the above-mentioned relationship.   
PROCEDURES  
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to read through the recruitment 
letter and consent form thoroughly. You will then be asked to complete a survey that will rate 
your perception of training-related and organizational commitment. Once completed, the survey 
results will automatically be recorded in the survey software to be tabulated and analyzed. Only 
aggregate statistics and summaries will be reported and it will not be possible to identify an 
individual response in any of the resulting reports. There are no known psychological or physical 
risks to participating in this study.  
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POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS  
No risks or discomforts, beyond those risks that exist in daily life, are anticipated from taking 
part in this study. If you feel uncomfortable with a question, you can skip that question or 
withdraw from the study altogether.  
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY  
You may or may not directly benefit from this research; however, we hope that your 
participation in the study can contribute to the field of Human Resource Development (HRD) in 
many significant ways. First, the study will build the extant literature on the relationship between 
training and organizational commitment. Second, a large number of training-related activities 
that include both formal and informal training have gone unnoticed in Pakistan’s banking sector. 
The results of this study will help administrators in making data-informed decisions about further 
investing in faculty-related training and development programs.  
CONFIDENTIALITY  
Any information obtained that can be identified with you will remain confidential and will be 
disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. We believe there are no known risks 
associated with this research. We will minimize any risks by sending an individual email link to 
invite each participant. No names or other identifying information will be linked to the surveys. 
Only the researchers will see your individual survey responses. The data will be automatically 
recorded within Survey Monkey. Once the data collection period has ended, the results will be 
downloaded to a flash drive and deleted from Survey Monkey. The password-protected flash 
drive with the raw data will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in the researcher’s home until the 
research project has been completed. Results will be disseminated through an academic paper 
completed for dissertation purposes and then presented in abbreviated form during an oral 
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defense to a dissertation committee. While the paper fulfills course requirements that are part of 
the research program (PhD-HRD), a member of the research team may use the data in 
subsequent research. s 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL  
Participation in this research study is voluntary, will in no way affect your relationship with your 
institutions, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, or any other organization 
sponsoring the research project. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may refuse to answer 
any questions you do not want to answer or withdraw at any time without consequences of any 
kind or loss of benefits or services to which you are otherwise entitled. If you decide to quit at 
any time before you have finished the questionnaire, your answers will NOT be recorded.  
IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTIGATORS  
If you have any questions or concerns about this research, please contact:  
1. Muhammad Sohail Khan– mskhan3@illinois.edu  
2. Dr. Wenhao Huang - wdhuang@illinois.edu OR phone: (217) 333-0807  
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS  
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns or 
complaints, please contact the University of Illinois Institutional Review Board.  
Telephone: 217-333-2670  
E-mail: irb@illinois.edu.  
You will be given the opportunity to discuss any questions about your rights as a research subject 
with a member of the IRB. The IRB is an independent committee composed of members of the 
University community, as well as lay members of the community not connected to UIUC.  
Please print a copy of this consent form for your records, if you so desire.  
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I have read and understand the above consent form, I certify that I am at least 18 years of age 
and, by clicking the submit button to enter the survey, I indicate my willingness to voluntarily 
take part in the study.  
 
 Agree  
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APPENDIX E 
SURVEY FOR PILOT STUDY 
 
Section 1: Please answer the following questions indicating the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with the statements. 
Training opportunities (Sun, Aryee & Law, 2007) 
• Extensive training programs are provided to individuals in customer contact or front-line 
jobs. 
• Employees in customer contact jobs will normally go through training programs every 
few years. 
• There are formal training programs to teach new hires the skills they need to perform 
their job. 
• Formal training programs are offered to employees in order to increase their 
promotability in this organization. 
Supervisor’s support for training (Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000) 
• My supervisor meets with me regularly to work on problems I may be having in trying to 
use my training. 
• My supervisor shows interest in what I learn in training. 
• My supervisor sets goals for me which encourage me to apply my training on the job. 
Peer’s support for training (Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000) 
• My colleagues appreciate my using new skills I have learned in training. 
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• My colleagues encourage me to use the skills I have learned in training. 
• At work, my colleagues expect me to use what I learn in training. 
• My colleagues are patient with me when I try out new skills or techniques at work. 
Opportunity to use training (Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000) 
• I will have the things I need to be able to use this training. 
• I will be able to try out this training on my job. 
• I will get opportunities to use this training on my job. 
• Our current staffing level is adequate for me to use this training. 
Training Motivation (Newman, Thanacoody, & Hui, 2011) 
• I try to learn as much as I can from training programs. 
• I believe I tend to learn more from training programs than others. 
• I am usually motivated to learn skills emphasized in training programs. 
• My head of department makes sure I get the external training needed to remain effective 
in my job. 
Training utility (Narayan & Johnson, 2007) 
• I have been able to generalize what I have learned during the external training to my real 
job. 
• The knowledge and skills I have learned from the external training will be useful on the 
job. 
• I have found contents of the external training to be relevant to my job. 
• I am able to use the skills I have learned during the external training on the job. 
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• I have developed my job skills as a result of the external training offered at work. 
• I have practiced the skills I have learned during the external training by performing them 
on the job. 
Training self-efficacy (Guthrie & Schwoerer, 1994) 
• I am confident that I can succeed in training.      
• I do well in training.      
• I am able to learn information and skills in training.      
• I am able to apply the skills used in training.      
• I am able to apply what I have learned in training.   
Training retention (Velada, Caetano, Michel, Lyons , & Kavanagh, 2007) 
• I still remember the main topics that I have learned in the training course.    
• I can easily say several things that I have learned in the training course.  
• I had never thought again about the training content (reverse coded).    
Training Transfer (Xiao, 1996) 
• The new knowledge has helped me improve my work. 
• I can accomplish my job tasks faster with the training transfer. 
• I have accomplished my job tasks faster by using new knowledge acquired from training 
transfer. 
• I can accomplish job tasks better by using new knowledge acquired from training 
transfer. 
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• The quality of my work has improved after using knowledge acquired from training 
transfer. 
• I make fewer mistakes in my work after using new knowledge acquired from training 
transfer.   
Section 2: These questions concerns general training that you received. Please think about 
various training programs you attended in the last 1 year, and choose the option that you 
feel best answers each question. 
In the last one year, how many trainings have you been attended 
(A) 1  (B) 2   (C) 3   (D) 4  (E) 5 or more   
Of all the training programs you attended last year, most of them benefit you  
(A) Short-term  (B) Long-term   
Of all the training programs you attended last year, most of them were 
(A) Formal     (B) Informal   
Of all the training programs you attended last year, most of them were held in 
(A) Class-room   (B) On-the-job   (C) Both  
Section 3: Please answer the following questions indicating the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with the statements. 
Affective Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) 
• I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. 
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• I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own. 
• I do not feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization. (R) 
• I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization. (R) 
• I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization. (R) 
• This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 
Continuance Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) 
• Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire. 
• It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to. 
• Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my organization 
now. 
• I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization. 
• If I had not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might consider 
working elsewhere. 
• One of the few negative consequences of leaving this organization would be the scarcity 
of available alternatives. 
Normative Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) 
• I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer. (R) 
• Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my organization 
now. 
• I would feel guilty if I left my organization now.  
• This organization deserves my loyalty.  
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• I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of obligation to the 
people in it. 
• I owe a great deal to my organization. 




Female      Male 
What is your age range? 
Between 21- 25 Between 26-30 Between 31-35 Between 36-40 Between 41-45 
Between 46-50 Between 51-55 Between 55-60 Between 61-65 More than 65 
What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
Three/Four-Year Bachelor’s  Degree Master’s Degree Doctoral Degree 
How long have you been working in your current organization? 
Less than a  
Year  
Between 1 to 3  
Years 
Between 4 to 6  
Years  
Between 7 to 9  
Years 




Between 16 to 18  
Years 
Between 20 to 22 
Years 
Between 23 to 25 
Years 
More than 25 Years 












Please select which of the following describes your department. 
Personal  
 





Please indicate how many years of experience you have in the banking sector? 
Less than 3 Years  Between 3 to 5 Years Between 6 to 10 Between 11 to 15 
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APPENDIX F 




1. Extensive training programs are provided to individuals in customer contact or front-
line jobs (TROP1). 
2. Employees in customer contact jobs will normally go through training programs every 
few years (TROP2). 
3. There are formal training programs to teach new hires the skills they need to perform 
their job (TROP3). 
4. Formal training programs are offered to employees in order to increase their 
promotability in this organization (TROP4). 
Supervisory support for training 
5. My supervisor meets with me regularly to work on problems I may be having in trying 
to use my training (SST1) 
6. My supervisor shows interest in what I learn in training (SST2). 
7. My supervisor sets goals for me which encourage me to apply my training on the job 
(SST3). 
8. My supervisor lets me know I am doing a good job when I use my training (SST4). 
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9. My supervisor helps me set realistic goals for job performance based on my training 
(SST5). 
10. My supervisor meets with me to discuss ways to apply training on the job (SST6). 
Peer support for training 
11. My colleagues appreciate my using new skills I have learned in training (PST1). 
12. My colleagues encourage me to use the skills I have learned in training (PST2). 
13. At work, my colleagues expect me to use what I learn in training (PST3). 
14. My colleagues are patient with me when I try out new skills or techniques at work 
(PST4). 
Opportunity to use training 
15. I will have the things I need to be able to use this training (OTUT1). 
16. I will be able to try out this training on my job (OTUT2). 
17. I will get opportunities to use this training on my job (OTUT3). 
18. Our current staffing level is adequate for me to use this training (OTUT4). 
Training motivation 
19. I try to learn as much as I can from training programs (TMOT1). 
20. I believe I tend to learn more from training programs than others (TMOT2). 
21. I am usually motivated to learn skills emphasized in training programs (TMOT3). 
Perceived utility for training 
22. I have been able to generalize what I have learned during the external training to my 
real job (TULT1). 
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23. The knowledge and skills I have learned from the external training will be useful on 
the job (TULT2). 
24. I have found contents of the external training to be relevant to my job (TULT3). 
25. I am able to use the skills I have learned during the external training on the job 
(TULT4). 
26. I have developed my job skills as a result of the external training offered at work 
(TULT5). 
27. I have practiced the skills I have learned during the external training by performing 
them on the job (TULT6). 
Training self-efficacy 
28. I am confident that I can succeed in training (TSEFF1). 
29. I do well in training (TSEFF2).     
30. I am able to learn information and skills in training (TSEFF3).   
31. I am able to apply the skills used in training (TSEFF4). 
32. I am able to use the skills I have learned during the external training on the job 
(TSEFF5). 
33. I am able to apply what I have learned in training (TSEFF6).  
Training retention  
34. I still remember the main topics that I have learned in the training course (TRETN1). 
35. I can easily say several things that I have learned in the training course (TRETN2).  
36. I had never thought again about the training content (reverse coded) (TRETN3). 
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Training Transfer 
37. The new knowledge has helped me improve my work (TTR1). 
38. I can accomplish my job tasks faster with the training transfer (TTR2). 
39. I have accomplished my job tasks faster by using new knowledge acquired from 
training transfer (TTR3). 
40. I can accomplish job tasks better by using new knowledge acquired from training 
transfer (TTR4). 
41. The quality of my work has improved after using knowledge acquired from training 
transfer (TTR5). 
42. I make fewer mistakes in my work after using new knowledge acquired from training 
transfer (TTR6). 
Organizational Commitment  
Affective Commitment 
43. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization (AFC1). 
44. I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own (AFC2). 
45. I do not feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization (AFC3). 
46. I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization (AFC4). 
47. I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization (AFC5). 
48. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me (AFC6). 
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Continuance Commitment 
49. Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire 
(CC1). 
50. It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to 
(CC2). 
51. Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my 
organization now (CC3). 
52. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization (CC4). 
53. If I had not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might consider 
working elsewhere (CC5). 
54. One of the few negative consequences of leaving this organization would be the 
scarcity of available alternatives (CC6). 
Normative Commitment 
55. I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer (NFC1).  
56. Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my 
organization now (NFC2). 
57. I would feel guilty if I left my organization now (NFC3).  
58. This organization deserves my loyalty (NFC4).  
59. I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of obligation to 
the people in it (NFC5). 
60. I owe a great deal to my organization (NFMTC6). 
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General Training 
61. In the last one year, how many training events/programs/sessions have you attended? 
(A) 1  (B) 2   (C) 3   (D) 4 (E) More than 5  
62. What motivated to you attend the training events/programs/sessions last year? Select 
all that apply. 
(A) Needs for self-development (B) Suggestions from my supervisors 
 (C) Suggestions from my colleagues (D) Compulsive training requirement  (D) Other 
(please describe in the comment box below)  
63. Of all the training events/programs/sessions you attended last year, most of them 
benefit you:  
(A) Short-term  (B) Long-term  (C) Somewhere between short-term and 
long-term (D) Not sure 
64. Of all the training events/programs/sessions you attended last year, most of them 
were: 
(A) Formal    (B) Informal   (C) Not sure 
65. Of all the training programs you attended last year, where were they mostly held? 
(A) In the classrooms  (B) On-the-job  (C) Both  (D) Not sure 
66. How would you rate the overall satisfaction of the training experience you have 
accumulated last year? (use the 5-point rating scale below to indicate your response) 
(1) Very Unsatisfied (2) Unsatisfied (3) Neither Unsatisfied Nor Satisfied (4) Satisfied 
(5) Very Satisfied 




A. Female    B. Male 



















J. More than 
65 
69. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
A. Three/Four-Year Bachelor’s Degree B. Master’s 
Degree 
C. Doctoral Degree 
70. How long have you been working in your current organization? 
A. Less than 
a Year  
B. Between 1 to 
3 Years 
C. Between 4 
to 6 Years  
D. Between 
7 to 9 
Years 
E. Between 10 




G. Between 16 
to 18 Years 
H. Between 20 
to 22 Years 
I. Between 
23 to 25 
Years 
J. More than 
25 Years 







t Trainee  
D. Relationsh




72. Please select which of the following describes your department. 
A. Personal  
 




73. Please indicate how many years of experience you have in the banking sector? 
A. Less than 3 
Years  
B. Between 3 to 5 
Years 
C. Between 6 to 10 D. Between 11 to 15 
E. Between 15 to 
20 
F. Between 21 to 25 G. Between 26 to 
30 










F tests - Multiple Regression: Special (R² increase) 
Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size  
Input: Effect size f² = 0.15 
 α err prob = 0.05 
 Power (1-β err prob) = 0.95 
 Numerator df = 1 
 Number of predictors = 15 
Output: Noncentrality parameter λ = 13.350000 
 Critical F = 3.972038 
 Denominator df = 73 
 Total sample size = 89 



























 236  
 
APPENDIX H 
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